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H.R. 5 (SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ACT) IMPACT 
AID PROGRAM 



TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 1987 

House of Representatives, 
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary, 

AND Vocational Education, 
Committee on Education and Labor, 

Washington, DC, 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 9:40 a.m., in room 
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Augustus F. Hawkins 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Hawkins, Ford, Kildee, Hayes, 
Richardson, Goodling, Fawell, Gunderson, Petri, and Roukema. 

Staff present: John F. Jennings, counsel; Alan Lovesee, associate 
counsel; June Harris, legislative specialist; Beverly Griffin, secre- 
tary; Jo-Marie St. Martin, minority legislative associate; and David 
Esquith, minority legislative associate. 

Chairman Hawkins. The Subcommittee on Elementary, Second- 
ary, and Vocational Education is called to order. 

This morning the first panel will consist of Members of Congress 
who may be present, beginning with the Honorable Owen B. Pick- 
ett, a Member of Congress from Virginia; the Honorable Jim Slat- 
tery, a Member of Congress from Kansas; and the Honorable Hal 
Daub, a Member of Congress from Nebraska. 

Gentlemen, we will forgo the usual commendation and greetings 
and so forth. I think we can stipulate that you have been well- 
versed in all of them anyway. But we look forward to your testimo- 
ny. Any prepared statements will be entered in the record in their 
entirety and we would appreciate your giving us the highlights of 
the testimony, beginning with Congressman Pickett. 

STATEMENT OF HON. OWEN B. PICKETT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 
Mr. Pickett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I appreciate this opportunity to appear before the subcommittee 
this morning to briefly address the importance of Federal impact 
aid and the need to reauthorize it as a part of the Elementary, Sec- 
ondary and Vocational Education Act of 1987. 

I represent the cities of Norfolk and Virginia Beach, both of 
which have an extremely large military presence. In Virginia 
Beach, 10 percent of the $14 billion in real estate and personal 
property valuation is owned by the Federal Government, while in 

(1) 
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Norfolk the Federal Government owns $2.7 billion of the entire 
property value, which is set at $9.4 billion. 

While our relationship with the military is a good one, and one 
we want to preserve, property tax revenues are significantly re- 
duced because of tax-exempt Federal property and because of the 
large amount of goods and services provided by the Federal Gov- 
ernment to the military. This strains the ability of our local gov- 
ernments to deliver basic services. 

Nowhere is that strain felt more acutely than in the area of 
public education. The two cities in my district have a combined 
total of approximately 41,000 federally-connected children in cate- 
gories A and B. As a result, impact aid payments have been a vital 
and important source of revenue for our public school systems as 
well as the systems of similarly impacted local governments. 

The administration's proposal to eliminate payments for the B 
category students— that is, those whose parents live or work on 
Federal property— would further strain the budgets of our local 
governments. Under the administration's budget, local officials 
have advised me that the school districts of Norfolk and Virginia 
Beach would lose, at the very least, $1.5 million and $3 million, re- 
spectively. 

Mr. Chairman, in evaluating the merits of Federal impact aid in 
general, and section 3(b) students in particular, I believe it is essen- 
tial that Congress not view it as a supplemental education pro- 
gram. By supplemental, I mean a program that advances specific 
educational objectives deemed appropriate by the Congress. 

Impact aid is different. It represents a commitment on the part 
of the Federal Government to compensate local governments for 
the loss of tax revenues by reason of the Federal presence, and it 
helps defray the costs they incur in educating the children of Fed- 
eral emplovees. Moreover, Public Law 81-874 has served to ensure 
that the children of military personnel and Federal civilian em- 
ployees are provided with a quality education that is comparable to 
that received by children in nonimpacttd areas. The school system 
in Virginia Beach, for example, was recently included among the 
top 25 school systems in our entire Nation. 

I recognize and appreciate the difficult fiscal restraints under 
which the subcommittee is operating. But the proposal to eliminate 
payments for category B students would violate the Federal Gov- 
ernment's longstanding obligation to federally impacted ar^ and 
would, in all likelihood, undercut the quality of public education 
available to students in those areas. 

I urge the members of your subcommittee to support a quality 
education for the children of our military personnel and civilian 
employees by opposing any additional reductions in Federal impact 
aid. As you know, payments in both categories A and B have de- 
clined since 1981. 

I would further urge that H.R. 5 include a reauthorization of 
Federal impact aid at levels that mor^* closely balance the needs of 
a quality school program with the loss of revenue that a large Fed- 
eral presence creates. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to present my 
views this morning. I would be happy to answer questions. 

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Mr. Pickett. 
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First we will hear from Mr. Daub, and then we will direct ques- 
tions to the two of you. 
I next call on our colleague, the Honorable Hal Daub. 

STATEMENT OF HON. HAL DAUB, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 

Mr. Daub. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much, Mr Ford, Mr 
Goodling. 

It's very important that this hearing be scheduled early in the 
appropriations session. I am delighted to have this opportunity to 
present views on behalf of my three Native American Indian reser- 
vations in Nebraska, as well as the Strategic Air Command, SAC 
Air Force Base, the Sarpy County area, the headquarters of SAC 
worldwide, and the surrounding communities and their school dis- 
tricts, the Papillion-La Vista and Plattsmouth areas, as well as 
Bellevue. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to testify on the impor- 
tance of impact aid, a program important not only to my constitu- 
ents in Nebraska, but to the more than half-a-million children of 
military personnel who depend upon impact aid for their educa- 
tion. It is imperative that the impact aid program continue so that 
these children can be guaranteed a quality, basic education. 

Notice that I said "basic" education. Impact aid is not a supple- 
mental program. It is a program that provides for the basic educa- 
tion—reading, writing, and arithmetic— of children of military per- 
sonnel. It is a Federal obligation owed to local school districts for 
providing services to federally connected students. Those may be 
low income and/or Native American Indians. 

With the presence of a Federal installation, land, business and 
personal property as exempt from taxation— taxes that typically 
support our local school districts. In 1950, Congress recognized this 
problem and developed the impact aid program, an entitlement 
program whereby the Federal landowner could provide a payment- 
in-heu-of-taxes payment to help offset the cost of education for fed- 
erally-connected students. Since that time, numerous studies have 
been commissioned confirming the financial obligation of the Fed- 
erd Government to school districts that serve children of those fed- 
erally connected individuals. 

As we know, the impact aid program worked well until 1970, at 
which time Federal appropriations were reduced in the middle of 
the school year, an action which forced the closing of many schools, 
the layoff of teachers, extended breaks from school for students, 
and tremendous community tensions. We do not want to see this 
type of action repeated. 

Certainly we recognize the obligation of the Federal Government. 
Yet every year school districts, such as those that I represent in 
Nebraskc, have the insurmountable task of justifying the program 
in Washington and then setting budgets in their local school dis- 
tricts, not knowing if the program will be adequately funded. Or, if 
the program is funded, what formulas will be used for distribution. 

WTiile I do advocate that school districts be attuned to our 
annual budgetary actions, I do not think it is fair to them to oper- 
ate a school budget in such an uncertain environment. As we be- 
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lieve that education is an economic investment in our Nation's 
future leaders, we should support our local educators by guarantee- 
ing them that the dollars to meet our Federal obligation will be 
available to them. 

Later today you will be hearing from my constituents who repre- 
sents the Bellevue public school district and the Papillion-LaVista 
school district in Nebraska, and our Native American Indian reser- 
vational interests. They will be sharing their strong support for re- 
authorization of the impact aid program and will be able to offer 
specific examples of the program's impact on their school districts. 

Finally, Mr. Ohairman, I want to indicate that later this after- 
noon I will be introducing legislation aimed at making both techni- 
cal and substantive changes in our current impact aid program. 
The bill will be referred to your committee and I look forward to 
working with you in hopes of incorporating some of these provi- 
sions into a flnal reauthorization bill. 

Agaia, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I want to 
tell you how much I appreciate your allocating the committee's 
time to testify in the midst of a very hectic reauthorization and ap- 
propriations schedule, and I am sure that Mr. Pickett and I both 
very much appreciate the privilege of being before you today. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Hal Daub follows:] 
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Testiaony Preaented to 
House CoMiittee on Sducatloa and L«bor 
Pertaining to 
Eeauthorixation of P.L. 874, "Inpact Aid" 
hy 

ConsreasMn R«l D«ab 
2ad Congreaaional Diatrict of Hebr«a1ca 

March 31, 1987 



Mr. Chairman and Member « of the Conmittee, 



Thank 
of Inpact 



you for the opportunity to teat if y today on the importance 

-- Aid, a program important not only to my const ituenta in 

Nebraska, but to the more than one-half-million children of military 
peraonnel who depend on this program for the^r education. It ia imperative 
that the impact aid program continue ao that theie children can be 
guaranteed a quality, basic education. 

Notice I said basic education. Impact aid is not a aupplemental 
program. It is a program that providea for the basic education (reading, 
writing, and arithmetic) of children of military peraonnel. It is 
a federal obligation owed to local achool districts for providing 
services to federally-connected students. 

With tit presence of a federal inatallation, Isnd, business, and 
personal property are exempt from taxation--taxe8 that typically support 
a local school district, in 1950 Congress recognized this problem 
and developed the impact std program--a device whereby the federal 
landowner could provide in-lieu-of tax payments to help offset the 
cost of educstion for federally-connectea students. Since that time 
numerous studies hsve been commissioned confirming the financial obligation 
of the federal government to achool diatricts that serve children 
of military peraonnel. 

The impact aid program worked well until 1970, at which time approprlatlona 
were cut in the middle of the school year forcing the cloalng of schools, 
Isyoff of teachera, extended breaka from achool for atudenta, snd 
treoendoua connunlty tension. This was not a healthy altuatlon--nor 
la it one that I would like to see repeated. 

Certainly, we recognize the obligation of the federal government. 
Yet every year achool dlatrlcta, euch aa thoae I represent in Nebraaka, 
hova the Inaumountable taak of juatifylng the program in Washington, 
and setting budgets in their local district not knowing if the program 
will be adequately funded. Or, if the program is funded, what formulas 
vlll be used for distribution. This should not be the responsibility 
of locsl school districts--it is not fair for us to place this type 
of burden upon our locsl educstora and community. If we truly brlieve 
that education ia an economic inveatnent and our children are the 
future leadera of thia nation, then we ahould rely on achool diatrict 
officiala to apend their tine inauring that our children receive the 
best education poaaible. We ahould not force our educatora and community 
leaders to spend sn inordinate amount of time Justifying the need 
for lapse t Sid, but rsther we should provide then gusrsntees that 
the dollara to meet thia federal obligation will be available to provide 
for the education of our children. 

Today repreaantatlvea from the Bellevue and Papllllon/UVlsta 
Public Schoola in Nebraaka join me in aeeklng your aupport in the 
reauthorlMtlon for the Impact aid program. At thia time I would 
like to aak Mr. John Uanaen, Prealdent of the Bellevue Board of Education, 
and Dr. Richard Triple tt. Superintendent of the Bellevue Public Schoola 
to give you a brief overv sw of the Bellevue/Of futt Coswunity snd 
the need for impact aid. 
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Mr. Daub. 

Without objection, the statement of the Honorable Jim Slattery 
will be placed in the record following the testimony of Mr. Pickett 
and Mr. Daub. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Jim Slattery follows:] 



11 

ERIC 



7 



STATEMENT OP 
HON. JIM SLATTERY {2ND-KS) 
BEPORC THE SUBOOMMITTfcE ON 
ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY & VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR 
MARCH 31, 1987 



MR. CHAIRMAN. 



THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO APPEAR BEFORE YOU THIS MDRNING 
CONCERNINS WHAT I BELIEVE IS AN IMPORTANT YET OFTEN SLIGHIED 
EDUCATION PROGRAM. 

THAT PROGRAM I AM REFERING TO IS IMPACT AID. 

AS YOU KNOW, THE PURPOSE OF THE IMPACT AID PROGRAM IS TO 
OFFSET THE IMPACT OF FEDERAL ACTIVITES AND FEDERALLY OWNED TAX-EXEMPT 
PROPERTY IN LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS. 



IMPACT AID IS A NECESSITY FOR MILITARY DISTRICTS. IN MOST 
MILITARY DISTRICTS, LOCAL PROPERTY TAXES WOULD NEED TO BE RAISED BY 
OVER 100 PERCENT TO GENERATE FUNDING EQUAL TO THE IMPACT AID 
PAYMENTS. PHIS INCREASE WOULD AFFECT MILITARY FAMILIES LIVING 
OFF- POST DRASTICALLY, AS WELL AS THE REST OF THE LOCAL COMMUNITY. 



IMPACT AID REPRESENTS THE FULFILLMENT OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY TO CERTAIN LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS. LOCAL DISTRICTS 
WITH FEDERAL PROPERTY WITHIN THEIR BOUNDARIES ARE HAMPERED TN THEIR 
ABILITY TO GENERATE LOCAL REVENUE BY THE TAX EXEMPP NATURE OF THAT 
FEDERAL PROPERTY. 



FREQUENTLY, THAT SAME PROPERTY PROVIDES AN ADDITIONAL BURDEN 
FOR THE LOlAL SCHOOL DISTRICT BY RESULTING IN THE PRESENCE OF 
ADDITIONAL CHILDREN OF FEDERAL AND FEDERALLY CONNECTED WORKERS. 

UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS A 
CLEAR RESPONSIBILITY AND A DUTY TO FUND THE DISTRICTS TO OFFSET THE 
FEDERAL IMPACT. 
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I AM PARTICULARLY CONCERNED WITH A SPECIAL SUBGROUP AMONG 
IMPACT AID RECIPIENT DISTRICTS, THOSE WHOSE SCHOOL DISTRICT 
BOUNDARIES ARE EXACTLY IDENTICAL TO THE BOUNDARIES OF THE FEDERAL 
PROPERTY. 

THESE "COTERMINOUS DISTRICTS" NUMBEK ONLY SIX NATIONWIDE AND 
ARE IN AN ESPECIALLY VULNERABLE SITUTATION BECAUSE THEY HAVE NO 
LOCAL TAX BASE WHATSOEVER. THESE DISTRICTS — TOTALLY DEPENDENT AS 
THEY ARE ON STATE AID AND FEDERAL IMPACT AID PAYMENTS— HAVE A SPECIAL 
CLAIM TO FULL AND ADEQUATE IMPACT AID FUNDING. 



I REPRESENT THE FORT wEAVENWORTH SCHOOL DISTRICT WHICH IS A 
COTERMINOUS DISTRICT. AT LEAVENWORTH, FEDERAL IMPACT AID PAYMENTS 
HAVE MEANT QUALITY LOCAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS FOR ALL THE STUDENTS 
DESPITE THE FACT THAT THE DISTRICT HAS NO ABILITY TO GENERATE LOCAL 
REVENUES. 



^AST REAUTHORIZATION OF IMPACT AID, P.L. 98-511, ADDED A 
PROVISION TO THE LAW TO GUARANTEE THAT THESE DISTRICTS RECIEVE 100 
PERCENT OF THEIR IMPACT AID ENTITLEMENTS. 

I STRONGLY URGE THE COMMITTEE TO RETAIN THIS LANGUAGE IN ANY 
REAUTHORIZATION AND ASK THE COMMITTEE TO ENSURE THAT THESE 
ENTITLEMENTS NOT BE REDUCED THRD'JQH ADMINISTRATIVE "PROCEDURAL" OR 
"PROGRAMATIC" REFORMULATIONS. 



CLEARLY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT CANNOT— AND MUST NOT— FAIL TO 
LIVE UP TO ITS FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY TO THESE IMPACTED SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS. 

THE COMMITTEE SHOULD ENSURE THAT THE REAUIHORIZATION 
PROVIDES ADEQUATE FUNDING FOR ALL CATEGORIES OF STUDENTS IN FEDERALLY 
IMPACTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS, BUT SHOULD ALWAYS SPECIALLY CONSllDBR 
THE UNIQUE FINANCIALLY VULNERABLE SITUATION OF COTERMINOUS DISTRICTS. 



THANK YOU AGAIN, MR. CHAIRMAN, FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO BE HERE 
THIS MORNING. I AM SORP.Y "'HAT I CANNOT STAY TO LISTEN TO THE OTHER 
TESTIMONY TO BE PRESEITTED BUT I DC APPRECIATE THE CHANCE TO SHARE 
WITH YOU SOME OF MY CONCERNS ABOUT THE REAUTHORIZATION OF THE IMPACT 
AID PROGRAM AND COTERMINOUS DISTRICTS. 
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Chairman Hawkins. The Chair yields to the gentleman from 
Michigan, Mr. Ford. 
Mr. Ford. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. 

I am somewhat familiar with both areas that the gentlemen are 
talking about because this is now my 23rd year looking at it. My 
first bill, as a matter of fact, that Adam let me have back in the 
days when you could only have one sponsor on a bill, was the emer- 

fency rebuilding of schools in California after an earthquake, 
^ublic Law 15, which is the companion piece of 874, which we're 
talking about. People forget that the whole Elementary and Sec- 
ondary Act is really an amendment to 874, would that we could 
have expanded 874 instead, but weVe never been able to do that. 

One of the problems that has overcome impact aid over the years 
is the impact aid superintendents themselves— and several of them 
are here. Some of them have talked to me. As a long-time support- 
er of their program, I have told them this. They have engaged in 
internecine warfare, where they developed within themselves an 
attitude of a class system where some kinds of impacted areas 
where more worthy of Government attention than others. The 
result has been that that has narrowed the constituency for this 
program very considerably. 

If you look at the number of congressional districts that have A 
and super A children in them in the country on the map, you will 
quickly discover that that won't develop a national consensus for 
you. We have discovered over the years that any formula that nar- 
rows itself down to the point where it doesn't get to enough people 
soon loses its support. I don't know that there's anybody left on 
this committee that still has an impact aid school district, and that 
is very different than it was when Gus and I were here 20 years 
ago. 

I would like to ask you gentlemen, could you support a legisla- 
tive initiative for impact aid that, in effect, would tell them to cut 
this out and say that, if there's a shortfall, that the super A's, the 
B s, the C's, would all be treated the same in that shortfall? I un- 
derstand it's a tough question for you as you both have super A's — 
I know yours is a super A district, Hal 

Mr. Daub. Both. 

Mr. Ford. But you've also got an interesting case wdth the B's in 
that a(yoining school district out there at Offutt, which we already 
hurt with the out-of-county— Isn't that one of the places where the 
out-of-county thing in the Seventies caught the school district— 
Don't you have people living on two sides of the county line? 

Mr. Daub. Three counties, technically. 

Mr. Ford. Three counties. 

Mr. Daub. Yes, and we have a State statute in Nebraska that's a 
trigger in the event the impact aid program dilutes or disappears, 
that creates an automatic separate school district for all those mili- 
tary students. It was really a messy scene. You recall correctly. 

Mr. Ford. We already hit you pretty hard with that back m the 
Nixon years. 

Mr. Daub. Yes. 

In answer to your question, Mr. Ford, first of all, I do agree that 
this internecine battle over years of time, inside the special inter- 
ests, in large school districts and small school districts, those that 
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one might argue are more heavily impacted than others, has cre- 
ated the shaping of formulas — the 3D-2B formula, the super A for- 
mula, the A formula, the B, and then this percentage of impaction 
being applied, too, in the formulas. The question of whether we 
give impact aid to the military and/or nonmilitary, the meat in- 
spector's kid, if you will, have all crept into the issue. 

It seems to me that a fair way to look at the rationing of the lim- 
ited dollars in the program is to look at th^ percentage of impac- 
tion. I must say that I think that as today's school districts look at 
their size and their demands on their teachers and their adminis- 
tration, that the prioritizing of the funds that you have ends up 
being, I think, among a set of unpleasant choices, a fairer way of 
looking at how that money should be districted. And whenever 
Government does draw a line, somebody always ends up on one 
side of it and somebody on the other. I know the agonizing situa- 
tion that weVe been in when that line has been drawn. 

But it does end up, I think, with the numerator-denominator 
problem that you all have making the money go far enough on a 
variety of programs, that probably indicates to my sensibilities a 
fairer way, rather than across-the-board cuts or across-the-board 
apportioning of the money. 

Mr. Pickett. Mr. Ford, I think in those cases where, like in my 
district, we have seven ms^or military installations, and in many 
instances the families live on the base itself. About the only thing 
they go off the base for is things like education, because they buy 
all their necessitief* there on the base and they have housing on tlie 
base. But then their children have to go to the public schools. 

The point there is certainly there's an impact from a family of 
that type. We want to support them. I mean, Fm not saying we 
shouldn't. But the impact certainly is greater than from, let's ^ay, 
a Federal civilian employee that is living in the community and 
has more contacts in the community and, of course, is paying a 
larger share of the community tax burden. 

So I would agree with my colleague here, that I think you have 
to look a little bit certainly at exactly what the results are of the 
type of students that the community has to deal with. In those 
cases where they both live and work on a military facility, the 
impact is definitely greater on the community than in those cases 
where the people are out living in the community. 

Mr. Ford. Well, suppose we took that reasoning to a logical con- 
clusion and said that people living and working on the base are 
really military dependents and a military problem and let them get 
their money from the Defense Department? 

Mr. Daub. I've answered that question 

Mr. Ford. Do you know what the answer of the Defense Depart- 
ment has been every time they've been approached? "We're not in- 
terested." 

Now, we have run a school system for children just exactly like 
that. Ifxhey happen to be on a base that's outside of the United 
States, we pick up the tab for their education. We have some 8,500 
school teachers in that system and God knows how many adminis- 
trators. We have run that ever since the end of World War 11. But 
when you talk to them about people living* and working on a base 
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like you are describing, they say that's not their problem. Maybe 
that needs to be reexamined. 

Those of us who do not have military installations don't usually 
have a whole lot of people listen to us when we talk about those 
issues, but those of you who do have military installations— We do 
know that over the years there has been considerable resistance in 
some of the States to the idea of the impact aid district getting spe- 
cial treatment from the Government. In the late sixties and early 
seventies we had a whole series of States who tried to figure out 
offsets, deducting the amount of money that a school district got 
for impact from the State aid formulas, and it was all over the 
country. This committee took action then, and each time they came 
up with a new way to steal the impact money, we found a way to 
plug it up. 

But it might be time— and maybe that's what the people with 
the super A districts really want— it might be time to get this 
money out of Caspar Weinberger's budget instead of the Depart- 
ment of Education's budget. It's a lot easier to get money for 
Caspar Weinberger's budget than it is the education budget. 

Mr. Daub. Mr. Ford, may I respond? 

Mr. Ford. And one of the problems that impact now hat in the 
current environment is that we don't have enough money for any 
of the education programs. Every time you do something for one 
education program, because of the nature of the budget process, it 
has to come out of another education program. It doesn't come out 
of some other unrelated activity in the budget. So if you put more 
money in impact aid, you have to take it from something else in 
Function 500. That is a different ball game than we dealt with 
before, and it puts impact aid now, just as handicapped aid and all 
the other programs, in competition with the other educational pro- 
grams. And when you see the widespread distribution of the other 
formulas against the impact formula, you can begin to understand 
that in that kind of competition it is pretty tough for impact. 

I would suggest that maybe we've got to look at better strategies 
than we have if impact is to stay alive. At its present rate, it will 
be gone by 1990. 

Mr. Daub. Mr. Ford, may I respond to that? 

Mr. Ford. Yes. 

Mr. Daub. First, I accept your admonition that it's been difficult 
enough the last 6 years to see my administration attack this par- 
ticular program without really, I think, sensing its usefulness and 
Its need. I know it has been the "whipping boy" of every adminis- 
tration of both political parties over time. 

But I have been particularly frustrated, until the last couple of 
years, by an absence of interest by the Pentagon and by the mili- 
tary people in this program benefit, a very essential part of the en- 
vironment of whether or not a family chooses to stay in the service 
and get transferred around and be sure their kids are getting a 
good, quality education, wherever they are, and also, for example, 
certain education interests in this country, including the Depart- 
ment of Education, which often treats this as about a throwaway, 
although I am happy to see that they are testifying about the pro- 
gram here in front of your committee as soon as weVe finished. 
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I have introduced a resolution to put this program in the Penta- 
gon, in the Defense Department. That might iust be a place we 
ought to go to get the money, Mr. Ford. I couldn't agree with you 
more, that we may need to look at that as time goes by. But per- 
haps if the Education Department and the military would take 
more of an interest in what you're doing here, as we have tried to 
do, we can improve the program. I look forward to working with 
you in that regard. 

Mr. Ford. I have had no difficulty in working with either of you 
two gentlemen in the past, and I want you to know I don't come at 
this with any animosity and antagonism to the program. But I 
have talked to an awful lot of old, old friends in impact aid recent- 
ly who have come to see me, and I told them they're in trouble. It's 
not like it used to be. We need to put our thinking caps on and 
figure a better strategy than has been pursued up until now. If we 
pursue the present strategy, each year it gets tougher and tougher. 

It's awful hard for me to argue with all of my school people, that 
we should take money out of their programs to put into this pro- 
gram, when the closest school district to my district in the State is 
probably 200 miles or more away. They don't even know what 
impact aid is in my part of the State, although it was the people in 
my part of the State who originally lobbied the law into existence 
with something called war plants. 

This really was not lobbied, in the first instance, into the law by 
anybody concerned with military bases. It was the people who sua- 
denly had thrust upon them during wartime years the so-called 
war plants, that brought large numbers of people to an area and a 
new phenomena in our part of the country called trailer parks. 
They now call them - )bile home villages and they have all kinds 
of other names for them. But during the war, in order to accommo- 
date war workers, all kinds of laws were pasf^ed to keep you from 
requiring that they build taxable property to live in. They became 
real burdens. It was that pressure that built up, and in enough 
places in the country, to build a coalition that held together for 
many years. In my early years on this committee, the impact aid 
superintendents represented, clearly, the most effective education 
lobby that we dealt with here. No question. But those days have 
passed us. 

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. Goodling. 

Mr. GoODUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Congressman Pickett, in the 41,000 that you list in the two dis- 
tricts, I assume those two cities are two separate school districts? 

Mr. Pickett. Yes, sir, they are. 

Mr. GoODUNG. Do you have other school districts beyond these? 

Mr. Pickett. No, just these two make up the entire district. 

Mr. Goodling. I would ask you and Congressman Daub both, 
what percentage of your impact students are B students? 

Mr. Pickett. In my case, about three-fourths of them, roughly, 
are B students. 

Mr. GoODUNG. Three-fourths are B students? 

Mr. Pickett. Yes, sir, approximately. 

Mr. GooDUNG. So you have more than 20 percent that would be 
impacted with B? 
Mr. Pickett. Yes. 
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Mr. GooDLiNG. Congressman Daub. 

Mr. Daub. In my case, Mr. Goodling, on the B side, it's about 30 
percent. 

Mr. Goodling. Thirty percent of your impact students. 
Mr. Daub. Yes. 

Mr. GooDUNG. Is that 20 percent or more of your student body? 
Mr. Daub. In both school districts, yes, Fm sure it is. 
Mr. Goodling. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Hawkins. Thank you. 
Mr. Hayes. 

Mr. Hayes. No questions at this time, Mr. Chairman. 

Chairman Hawkins. Mr. Slattery, I just inserted your statement 
in the record. However, since you have joined the panel, we will 
allow you the time to go ahead. 

Would you give us the highlights of your statement? Your state- 
ment, in its entirety, has already been inserted. 

STATEMENT OF HON, JIM SLATTERY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF KANSAS 

Mr. Slattery. I appreciate that, Mr. Chairman, and I will sum- 
marize my statement. 

First I would like to recognize Mr. Clyde Ransom, who is in the 
audience today. He is the superintendent of the school district in 
the Leavenworth area that is responsible for the education of the 
children that are at Fort Leavenworth. 

I am particularly concerned with the coterminous districts, 
vAnch I know this committee is -oncemed with. There are only 
about SIX of these nationwide, and they are an especially vulnera- 
ble situation because they have no local tax base whatsoever. These 
districts, totally dependent as they are on State aid and Federal 
impact aid and payments, have a special claim to full and adequate 
impact aid funding. 

I happen to represent both Fort Riley and Fort Leavenworth, in 
which the Fort Leavenworth school district is a coterminous dis- 
trict. At Leavenworth Federal aid payments have meant quality 
local education programs for all the students, despite the fact that 
the district has no ability to generate local revenues. The last au- 
thorization of impact aid. Public Law 98-511, added a provision to 
the law to guarantee these districts receive 100 percent of their 
impact aid entitlements. 

Mr. Chairman, I will just summarize by saying that it is my hope 
that this committee will do everything it can to make sure that the 
local districts that do depend on impact aid, especially the cotermi- 
nous districts, receive the funding necessary. 

I know that my statement is now a part of the record, and I ap- 
preciate that. I look forward to working with the Chairman and 
this committee and the appropriate Appropriations Committee, to 
make sure we do get the kind of funding out there that is neces- 
sary. 

Chairman Hawkfns. Thank you, Mr. Slattery. 
Are there any questions of Mr. Slattery? If not, again gentlemen 
I wish to thank you for your appearance before the committee. 
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Chairman Hawkins. The next panel will consist of the following 
individuals: 

Dr. Lawrence Davenport, Assistant Secretary, Office of Elemen- 
tary and Secondary Eduction, U.S. Department of Education. He is 
accompanied by Dr. Stanley Krueger, Director of the Division of 
Impact Aid, and Mr. Thomas Corwin, Acting Director, Divison of 
Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Education. 

Also Dr. Robert Thomas, Superintendent, Fallbrook Union High 
School District in California, and he is accompanied by Dr. Thomas 
R. Shipley. 

Dr. Marvin Buzzard, Superintendent, Santee School District, Nio- 
brara, NE; Mr. John Hansen, President, Bellevue Board of Educa- 
tion, accompanied by Dr. Richard Triplett, Superintendent, Belle- 
vue Public Schools; Dr. Thomas Vincent, Assistant Superintendent 
for Secondary Instruction, Gallup-McKinley School District, New 
Mexico; and Donald S. Bruno, Superintendent, Newport News 
Public Schools, Virginia. Gentlemen, we welcome you. 

We will begin with Dr. Lawrence Davenport. Dr. Davenport, the 
Chair would like to ^>xpress its appreciation for your distinguished 
career over a long period of time during which we have, on many 
occasions, seen fit to call upon you for various assistance, and the 
Chair is delighted to have you before the committee today. 

STATEMENTS OF LAWRENCE F. DAVENPORT, ASSISTANT SECRE- 
TARY FOR ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION, U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY STANLEY 
KRUEGER, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF IMPACT AID; AND THOMAS 
CORWIN, ACTING DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF ELEMENTARY, SEC- 
ONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION, OFFICE OF PLAN- 
NING, BUDGET, AND EVALUTION; ROBERT P. THOMAS, PRESI- 
DENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERALLY IMPACTED 
SCHOOLS, ACCOMPANIED BY THOMAS R SHIPLEY, EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERALLY IMPACT- 
ED SCHOOLS; MARVIN BUZZARD, SUPERINTENDENT, SANTEE 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS, NIOBRARA, NE; JOHN F. HANSEN, PRESI- 
DENT, BELLEVUE BOARD OF EDUCATION, BELLEVUE, NE; AC- 
COMPANIED BY RICHARD TRIPLETT, SUPERINTENDENT, 
BELLEVUE PUBLIC SCHOOLS: A. THOMAS VINCENT, ASSISTANT 
SUPERINTENDENT, SECONDARY EDUCATION, GALLUP-McKIN- 
LEY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, GALLUP, NM; AND DONALD S. 
BRUNO, SUPERINTENDENT, NEWPORT NEWS PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 
VIRGINIA 

Mr. Davenport. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hawkins. May I say to the witnesses, if I may interrupt. Dr. 
Davenport, that the testimony in its entirety will be entered in the 
record. We would appreciate you highlighting the testimony, rather 
than reading it verbatim before the committee, so that members of 
the committee will have an opportunity to question you. It is not 
usual that we have so many experts present at one time, and Tm 
quite sure that some discussion will follow the written statements. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Davenport. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. As you know, this is 
my last hearing before you before I join the Energy Department. I 
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appreciate your very kind remarks. I'm going to provide a sur .ma- 
ry statement. 

I am pleased to appear before you today to testify on behalf of 
the admmistrations proposed Impact Aid Amendments of 1987. 
This proposal will be submitted to the Congress shortly. It contains 
amendments to sertions 2 3, including 3(d)(2XB), and 7, among 
other provisions of Public Law 81-874, and technical amendment! 
to sections of both Public Law 81-874, and Prblic Law 81-815 
J.hese amendments will be proposed in order to make program im- 
provements, to carry out what we regard as the legitimate obliga- 
tion of the Federal Government to provide compensation to local 
school distncts burdened by Federal activities, and to reauthorize 
the pro-am. I will describe some of the substantive amendments 

The admmistration firmly believes that the Federal Government 
J^.^/^lf/'' Responsibility to make "A" payments under section 3 
on behalf of children who reside on and whose parents work on 
Federal property. We believe the soKialled B children do not repre- 
sent a significant burden to their school districts and Federal pay- 
ments on their behalf have not been justified. Our proposal would 
repeal section 3(b) of the program statute and other provisions that 
authorize payments on behalf of B children. 

^rH^9VRr*^?J?^ contains a number of amendments to section 
tJWX^Xb) which provides additional funds to the most heavily im- 
pacted districts. Some of the changes will make orovision of ti is 
section consistent with the amendments enacted in 1986, to base 
these payments on regular section 3 payments, rather than section 

ui f^"®Ji*®' ^^^'^^ ^® f"lly funded. Other changes will 

enable the Department to make these payments sooner, so that eli- 
gible distncts will have the funds available during the year in 
which they are needed. ' 

We are also proposing changes to section 7, which authorizes dis- 
aster assistance payments, to incorporate policies contained in 
recent appropriate acts and program statute. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity to present our 
legislative proposal. My colleagues and I will be happy to answer 
any of your questions. answer 

fThe prepared statement of Lawrence F. Davenport follows:] 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Statement by the Assistant Secretary for 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
on 

Impact Aid 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subconmittee: 

I am pleased to appear before you today to testify on behalf of 
the Admijiistration»s proposed Impact Aid Amendments of 1987. This 
proposal, which will be submitted to the Congress shortly, contains 
amendments to Sections 2, 3 (including 3(d)(2)(B)), and 7, among 
other provisions of Public Law 8v87^, and technical amendments to 
sections of both Public Law 81-87^ and Public Law 81-815. These 
amendments will be proposed in order to make program Improvements, 
to carry out what we regarc* as the legitimate obligation of the 
Federal Government to provide compensation to local school districts 
burdened by Federal activities, and to reauthorize the program. 
This statement discusses a number of the substantive provisions in 
our proposal. 

The Adml.nistration firmly believes that the Federal Government 
has a clear responsibility to maKe "a" payments under Section 3 in 
order to assist school districts that are directly affected by the 
presence of non-taxable Federal properties which serve as the place 
of employment as well as the place of residence for families with 
school-age ch-lldren. For payments under Section 3 on behalf of the 
so-called "a" children, the proposal would replace the tiered 
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payment schedule In current law w5th a payment formula based on the 
proportion that "a" children consticute of a distric*-'s total 
average daily attendance. We believe this formula would be more 
equitable than ',he current one, because payment levels would decline 
more gradually from the post heavily Impacted districts to the more 
lightly impacted districts. These payments would only be made to 
districts that would receive at least $5,000. 

We continue to assert the principle that Federal financial 
assistance should not be provided for children who do not represent 
a significant burden to the school districts that educate them. The 
so-called "b" children do not represent such a burden, and Federal 
payments on their behalf are not justified. Consequently, the 
proposal would repeal Section 3(b) of the program statute and other 
provisions that authorize payments on behalf of "b" children. A 
number of other provisions would make conforming changes to reflect 
the repeal of the authority for "b" payments. 

Our proposal contains a number of amendments to Section 
3(d)(2)(B), which authorizes increased payments to districts whose 
federally connected children account for more than 50 percent of 
average daily attendance and whose funds are not sufficient to 
provide a level of edu^iation equivalent to that provided by 
comparable school districts in the same State. Changes would be 
made to base 3(d)(2)(B) eligibility determinations on actual Section 
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3 payments received, rather than on Section 3 entitlements, which 
may not be fully paid. Tnis is consistent with a legislative change 
enacted in 19S6 to base the calculation of 3(d)(2)(B) payment amounts 
on actual Section 3 payments received, rather than on Section 3 
entitlements. Under our proposal, a specific amount would be 
provided for 3(d)(2)(B) payments. This limited set-aside would 
prevent the delays in detennining 3(d)(2)(B) payment amounts from 
affecting the tijii«ng of payments to other school districts. In an 
effort to reduce the delays in getting funds to districts eligible 
under Section 3(d)(2)(B), we are also proposing to base these 
payments on the prior-year expenditures of the comparable school 
districts, rather than on their current-year expenditures. 

With respect to Section 2, which authorizes payments to 
districts incurring a considerable loss of tax base as a result of 
Federal acquisition of real property, the bill would repeal a 
provision of the Education Amendments of 198^1 that prohibits the 
Department from collecting more than 10 percent of certain Section 2 
overpayments in a single year. This provision is burdensome and is 
not necessary because the Department has administrative discretion 
that 11 may ase to negotiate reasonable repayment schedules for 
Ijidlvldual districts. 

The proposal also would change the preliminary payment 
provision for Sections 2 and 3, to minimize the need for making 
subsequent adjustments for overpayments. This change would allow 
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reduced preliminary payments Jn Jjistances in which it appears that 
naking a full preliminary payment would result Jn an overpayment to 
a school district. 

For the Disaster Assistance program, authorized under Section 7 
of Public Uw and Section 16 of Public Law 81-815, the 

proposal would raise the eligibility threshold to $10,000 or five 
percent of the applicant's prior-year operating expenditures, 
whJ.chever is less. This is a more appropriate level in light of 
current construction costs, and it has been implemented through the 
appropriations process since 198I. Also, we would add to Section 7 
a provision permitting funds available for that section to be used 
for Section 16 as well. The proposal would tenninate the authority 
for "pinpoint disaster" assistance under both Public Law 81-874 and 
Public Law 81-815. No funds have ever been specifically appropri- 
ated for this authority, and congressional reports have stated that 
pinpoint disaster claims should be the responsibility of State and 
local governments. 

In addition, our proposal would repeal a provision enacted in 
1986 governing the counting of kindergarten children for purposes of 
Section 3 payments. This provision does not change the Department's 
practice for most States. However, it adversely affects payments for 
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kindergarten children in some States by requiring the Department to 
count full-day kindergarten children as naif-time students vrtien the 
State counts them as half-time students for State aid purposes. We 
believe this provision is inconsistent with the purposes of this 
program. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairoan, for this opportunity to discuss our 
legislative proposal. My colleagues and I will be happy to respond 
to your questions. 
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Dr. Davenport. 

The next witness is Dr. Robert Thomas, Superintendent, Fall- 
brook Union High School District in California. 

Dr. Thomas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am here representing 
the National Association of Federally Impacted Schools. 

Without going into the history— it's included in my testimony— I 
think we're aware of the fact that the overriding concept support- 
ing reimbursement payments to local school districts by the Impact 
Aid law is that Federal ownership or Federal activity has placed a 
financial burden on local school districts' ability to generate suffi- 
cient revenue to educate its children. The assumption is that the 
tax-free status of Federal property and certain Federal activities 
prevents, in one way or another, directly or indirectly, the genera- 
tion of thj local share of the per-pupil cost. 

Impact aid funds are allocated, as you know, through a variety of 
fonr.ulas covering a variety of needs of students— A, B, Indian stu- 
di»;cs, low rent housing students, many of the«e students in the 
poverty level, and students on our Native India*- reservations. 

This is one program where the Federal Government and school 
districts are aole to work hand-in-hand in meeting the needs of 
these students, and certainly our nation. A great deal of attention 
has been given over the past several months in a number of reports 
and publications, questioning the quality of education in our great 
nation. Special attention has been given to the dangers facing this 
nation's future if the quality of education is not improved in dis- 
tricts throughout our country. I believe most people would agree 
that there is certainly a direct correlation between funding and the 
qualitv of educational programs that exist. The failure of our Fed- 
eral Government to continue to fund impact aid would only add to 
this crisis. 

I would recommend that your committee not only support our re- 
authorization, but encourage Congress to support movement 
toward full funding of the program m a planned and timely proc- 
ess. We recognize full funding of impact aid may not be possible in 
any one year, but we certainly believe significant progress can and 
should be made in a reasonable period of time. 

As president of the National Impact Aid Association, I would like 
to stress the concern our organization has shown toward the reau- 
thorization process. Last sprmg I selected a task force to review the 
impact aid program and to develop a reauthorization proposal that 
would best address the needs of all students and all school districts 
across the country who are dependent on this program. A nine- 
member task force was appointed and three well-qualified consult- 
ants selected to work with us. Selection of the task force was made 
to include representatives from all the various categories of the 
program. A number of meetings were held to allow input from 
people, to write in suggestions. Opportunities for testimony was 
given. Early drafts were made available and a lot of work went on 
to come up with a document that we presented to your committee. 

I feel the final recommendation ot our association represents 
unity and equity for everyone in the program. Even after an 
almost unanimous acceptance of the task force proposal last fall, 
the association continued to seek revision and compromise with a 
few districts who felt their concerns were not fairly dealt with. In 
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fact, these went on through yesterday afternoon and basically 
reached a conclusion, and I think agreement, yesterday and today. 

liarlier in my comments I addressed concern for the many mili- 
tary students who qualify as poverty level students. It needs to be 
stressed that thousands of poverty level a.id handicapped students 
have their particular needs addressed through the impact aid pro- 
gram. Although much of the impact aid funding is noncategorical 
and used by school districts to serve all students, $82 million of the 
current program is directed toward handicapped and poverty level 
children. These funds are carefully monitored with clear audit 
.trails to assure that the entire $82 million is spent in these catego- 

Agaui, many of those being served are chiMren of our military 
who often qualify at a poverty level and face problems of constant 
™°*'^^*y' one parent being away on duty, and other problems that 
quality them often as handicapped as well as poverty level Many 
ot our Indiwi students across the country have special needs and 
handicaps that are met through this program. Without ongoing re- 
authorization of this program, the special needs of many of these 
students obviously will not be met. 

A great deal can be said about the obligation of the Federal Gov- 
ernment in working with local school districts in meeting the bur- 
dens of todays high educational costs. We are all in agreement 
that a strong military is necessary for the future welfare of this 
nation, lo maintain a strong military, a high qualify of educational 
programs needs to be available to the dependents of those serving 
in our armed forces. But the strength of our nation also depends on 
the strength of all of our future yoiTng citizens, be they on an 
Indian reservation, living in low-rent housing, handicapped stu- 
dents in every State throughout the union, or students enrolled in 
school districts throughout the nation where the quality of educa- 
tion IS dependent upon the reimbursement of funds to local school 
districts by the Federal Government through Public Law 81-874 

As a school superintendent who has had the privilege of serving 
as president of the National Association of Federally Impacted 
T i?' L"!''^® committee to support reauthorization of Public 
Law 81-874 as vital and necessary for the welfare of our entire 
nation. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Robert P. Thomas ' -llows:] 
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The federal government has provided assistance to local 
school districts through Impact aid (P.L. 81-874) since 1950. 
The program was designed to replace temporary federal payments 
Intended to enable local school districts to provide educational 
opportunities for children who lived within the school district, 
and whose parents lived on or worked on non-taxable federal 
property. The Federal Impact Aid Program provides revenues and 
compensates school districts for property losses resulting from 
the presence of tax-exempt federal property within the district 
as well. The overriding concept which supports reimbursement 
payments to local school districts by the Impact Aid law Is that 
federal ownership or federal activity have placed a financial 
burden on a local school district's ability to generate 
sufficient revenue to educate Its children. The assumption Is 
that the '*tax free** status of federal property and certain 
federal activities prevents (In one way or another - directly or 
Indirectly) the generation of the local share of the per pupil 
cost. Impact aid funds are allocated through several formulas 
that reflect different categories of children, and also the local 
tax effort as measured by property revenues per unit of Average 
Dally Attendance. The differing funding formulas recognize two 
basic categories of students: **a'* students live on federal 
property In the school district and have a parent who works on 
federal property, and "b" students either live on federal 
property or have a parent who works on federal property. Funding 
for "a** students Is higher than for **b** students to reflect the 
additional tax loss. Federal Impact aid, most often called P.L. 
874 funds. Is general purpose revenue and may be spent without 
restriction. This means that the Impact aid funds have become an 
Integral part of paying for education opportunities for all 
students within a school district. Without these funds, school 
districts would be severely restricted In the opportunities they 
could provide to all the federally connected youngsters - be they 
of military personnel, from Indian lands, from low rent housing 
units or handicapped - throughout the country. One of the 
concerns in past years Is to maintain a high quality of standards 
for enlisted men, as well as the officers serving In our armed 
services. One of the prize "plums" of a duty assignment Is to be 
located within an outstanding school district. You will find in 
most cases these school districts are very dependent upon P.L. 
874 funding, and without impact aid, would not be ab.^e to 
maintain high quality programs for the children of our military 
personnel. It should be noted that many of the children of non- 
commissioned officers are served under the segments of the 
program meeting the needs of those considered living at a poverty 
level. They commonly live In low-rent housing, qualify for lunch 
assistance, and the family qualifies for food stemtps. A loss of 
Impact aid funding to schools serving these needy children would 
certainly not be in the best Interest of our country. This Is 
one progrcun where the federal government and school districts are 
able to work hand-in-hand In meeting the needs of our nation. 
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A great deal of attention has been given over the past 
several months in a number of reports and publications 
questioning the quality of education in our great nation. 
Special attention has been given to the dangers facing this 
nation's future if the quality of education is not improved in 
school districts throughout the country. i believe most people 
would agree that there is certainly a direct correlation between 
funding and the quality of educational programs that exist. The 
failure of our federal government to continue to fund impact aid 
would only add to this crisis. 

I would recommend that this committee not only support 
reauthorization of the program, but encourage the Congress to 
support movement towards full funding of the program in a planned 
and timely process. We all recognize full funding of impact aid 
may not be possible in any one year, but we do believe 
significant progress can, and should be made in a reasonable 
period of time. 

As President of the National Impact Aid Association, I would 
like to stress the concern our organization has shown towards the 
reauthorization process. Last spring, i selected a task force to 
review the impact aid program and to develop a reauthorization 
proposal that would best address the needs of all students and 
school districts across the country who are dependent on the 
program. A nine member task force was appointed and three well 
qualified consultants were selected to work with the task force. 
Selection of the task force was made to include representatives 
from all the various categories of the impact aid program. A 
number of meetings were held throughout the country to allow 
input from anyone interested in doing so. Early dralts were made 
available to impact aid districts for review as well as to 
provide additional opportunities to see that all concerns were 
properly addressed to allow the National Association of Federally 
Impacted Schools the opportunity to provide recommendations for 
Reauthorization of Public Law 81-874 to the authorizing 
committees of the United States Congress that represent united 
support of the Federally Impacted School Districts in every state 
of the nation. 

I feel the final recommendation of our Association 
represents unity and equity for everyone in the program. Even 
after almost unanimous acceptance of the task force proposal last 
fall, the Association continued to seek revision and compromise 
with a few districts who felt their concerns were not fairly 
dealu with. Our Association feels these on-going efforts to 
resolve problems have in fact resulted in a series of 
recommendations we can all support at this time as we appear to 
have come together in support of reauthorization of the impact 
aid program. The recommendations also contain formulas for fair 
distribution of available funds until such time as we reach full 
funding of the program. 

Earlier in my comments I addressed concern for the many 
military students who qualify as poverty level students. It 
needs to be stressed that thousands of poverty level and 
handicapped students have their particular needs addressed 
through the impact aid program. Although much of the impact aid 
funding is non-categorical and used by school districts to serve 
all students, 82 million dollars of the current program is 
directed towards handicapped and poverty level children. These 
funds are carefully monitored with a clear audit trail to assure 
the 82 million dollars is spent in these categories. Again, many 
of those being served are children of our military who often 
qualify at a poverty level and face problems of constant 
mobility, one parent being away on duty, and other problems that 
often qualify them as handicapped, as well as poverty level. 
h'any of our Indian students across the country have special needs 
and handicaps that are met through our impact aid program. 
Without on-going authorization of p.L. 81-874 (impact aid) .he 
special needs of many handicapped students, as well as those 
living at a poverty level will not be properly served. 
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A great deal can be said about the ob3 ^qation of the federal 
government in working with local school . .stricts in meeting the 
burdens of today's high educational costs* We are all in 
agreement that a strong military is necessary for the future 
welfare of this nation. To maintain a strong military, a high 
quality of educational programs needs to be available to the 
dependents of those serving in our Armed Forces* But the 
strength of our nation also depends on the strength of all our 
future young citizens, be they on an Indian reservation, living 
in low-rent housing, handicapped students in every state in our 
Onion, or students enrolled in school districts throughout the 
nation where the quality of education is dependent upon the 
reimbursement of funds to local school districts by the federal 
government through p*L. 81-874* 

As a school superintendent who has the privilege of serving 
as President of the National Association of Federally Impacted 
Schools, I urge the committee to support reauthorization of P.L. 
81-874 (impact aid) as vital and necessary for the welfare of the 
United States of America. 
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Dr. Thomas. 
The next witness is Dr. Buzzard, Superintendent, Santee School 
District. 

Dr. Buzzard. Thank you. Chairman Hawkins. I appreciate the 
opportunity to give testimony regarding reauthorization of impact 
aid. 

Recently I was listening to a tape with my daughter by the Alan 
Parsons Project. On it was a song that I thought was appropriate to 
the discussions regarding impact aid. I promise I won^ sing it, but 
I will recite it to you, though. 

Money don't grow on a money tree; the more you take, leave less for me. Money 
don t buy what you really need, it make an ice man cry, it make a stone man bleed. 
But when you get nght down to it, no matter who you are, it rules vour life like a 
vimn aueen. *^ 

One day you might get over it, but in the meantime it rules the world like a green 
machme. In the bank, in a box, money talks. In the black, on the rocks, money 
telks. Money don t lose in the money game; it drags you down like a ball and chain, 
go money don t come with a guarantee; it make a fool of you, it make a fool of me 
But when you get right down to it, no matter what you say, it ties you down but it 
can set you free. Someday you might get over it, but in the meantime it bums you 
up in the first degree. ^ 

Moscow, Bangkok, money talk. Park Lane, Boardwalk, money talk. But when you 
get nght down to it, no matter what you try, you deal the cards, give the wheel a 
spin. One day you might get over it, but everybody knows it's heads you lose and 
tails they win. Don t have too much to show for it, and that's the way it goes. You 
roll the dice and they cash you in. Pinball, jukebox, money talks. Redskins, White 
Sox, money talks. Billboard, cashbox, money talks. 

I hope that we don't allow the distribution of funds to overshad- 
ow the importance of the reauthorization of impact aid. And I hope 
we don t lose sight of what impact aid is all about— that is, the edu- 
cation of children whose education cannot be financed through 
local resources because of a Federal presence or activity. 

In the debate regarding impact aid, I was encouraged to set aside 
nay provmcial concerns to look at the big picture regarding impact 
aid, and to recognize that there are needs other than those of my 
school. I have tried to do that, but I must confess that I have not 
been entirely successful. 

I would like to tell you a little bit about us, not because we de- 
serve consideration above all others, but because we are represent- 
ative of many impact aid recipients; that is, small, rural isolated 
distncts serving Indian kids. 

In the past 5 years the levels of impaction at Santee have ranged 
from 98.7 to 99.3 percent, depending upon whether or not Christie 
Barney lives with her mother in Salt Lake City or her father on 
taxable land in our district. During that same time, the percent of 
impact aid receipts to general fund receipts averaged 71 percent of 
our revenues received and the amount of funds received from tax- 
percent of receipts, which generated an average 
of $22,112 per year. Our assessed valuation averaged $1,279,148. 
From that it is clear that for districts like Santee impact aid is the 
heart and soul of the district's financial structure. Without impact 
aid, we will not survive. It's that simple. 

There are those who question why small, rural, isolated districts 
serving a m^ority of Indian students should survive. I can only tell 
you that Indian reservations were not created by Indian people, 
nor did we create school districts. But they are a fact of life and 
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the fact remains that these school districts have been more effi- 
cient and more proficient in providing an education to Indian chil- 
dren than when those students attended other types of schools. 

At one time Santee sent their children to an off-reservation 
school in a neighboring community to attend high school. Over the 
vears, few Indian children ever graduated or were part of the ath- 
letic teams or ever involved in drama or debate or other school ac- 
tivities. They were simply not part of the school— for whatever rea- 
sons. I think there has been enough studies done and enough infor- 
mation generated to indicate that there is a problem that occurs 
when mmority children are placed into a district where their par- 
ents have little or no say. 

During the hearings conducted bv the National Association, 
which I was privileged to be a part of, it became clear that Indian 
communities were adamant about maintaining, within current law, 
the provisions requiring consultations with tribes. Tribes and par- 
ents view consultation as essential to the operations of the impact 
aid program and schools that serve their children. 

How do we use impact aid funds? Five years ago Santee had no 
counselor, no music program, no art instruction, very little voca- 
tional instruction, and no business education program. Tlie impact 
aid funding was an up and down proposition and there were some 
times when we were required to get special appropriations to keep 
our school doors open. In the past 5 years we have experienced 
some stability in our financial situation. We have added a counsel* 
or, we have added a music program— and I don't have the time to 
go into it, but I would encourage you to read my written testimony 
about a friend of mine named Mark Henry. That's why we think a 
band was important. 

We have a business education program with computer literacy as 
a major part of the program. We now have an excellent art instruc- 
tion program, and our kids have won best-of-show in many art con- 
tests within the last few years. We have done this without sacrific- 
ing academics. We have shown steady academic progress and we 
are making a good faith effort to educate children in our district 
and impact aid allows us to do that Despite these modest gains, we 
have a great deal more to do. 

I think it hi important, at least briefly, to consider treaty obliga- 
tions. The le^ al evidence and legislative history of Public Law 81- 
874 gives no indication that the inclusion of children residing on 
Indian lands be related to the satisfaction of treaty obligations to 
Indian tribes in pajrments under the impact aid program. However, 
payments with respect to entitlements bsed on children residing on 
Indian lands now constitute a major portion of payments under the 
program. 

Payments under impact aid provide more funds for the education 
of Indian children than any other single Federal source, and per- 
haps more than any other source, be it State or local. The result is, 
intended or not, if the Federal Government is satisfying those obli- 
gations at all, a major part of that satisfaction is had under the 
impact aid program. 

My ancestors and many of your ancestors were involved in a 
long, costly, bitter struggle. I have to tell you that my ancestors 
knew that it was a struggle they could not win. Tribal leaders 
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talked about this invasion of light-skinned people that seemed to be 
coming forth like ants and that there was no end to them. There 
was an unlimited source of adversaries with amazing weapons and 
pieces of equipment that foretold defeat. 

Yet they struggled. Why? Because of a sense of obligation, be- 
cause of a sense of destiny and of the future. They struggled knd 
died tor a promise that their children would be educated, and that 
promise was given One of the things my ancestors insisted upon in 
treaties wath the United States was educational provisions. During 
the period of 1794 to 1968, more than 100 treaties were signed 
which contained educational provisions. 

Over the history of the relationship between the United States 
and Indian tribes, education has been a major component of that 
relationship. Treaty obligations are not something to be taken 
lightly because these treaties were written in the blood of your an- 
cestors and mine an obligation that is almost taken that the 
United States would provide an education for Indian children. Like 
It or not. If those treaty obligations are being met at all, impact aid 
is the major source of revenue by which these treaty obligations 
are being met. 

.u'^^r^f^^f I *° 1®^^® with you is that impact aid is more 
than facts and figures. I know it is hard to concentrate on individ- 
ual circumstances; yet, that is how the funds are used. They are 
to try to provide a better standard of living for our students so 
that they can benefit personally and we can benefit as a society I 
urge th^ committee to not only seek reauthorization of impact aid. 
but to fight for decent levels of funding for the program because 
the education of federally connected children is clearly an obliga- 
Uon ot the Federal Government and just as clearly in their inter- 
Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 

[The prepared statement of Marvin Buzzard follows:] 



ERJC 78-417 0 - 87 -3 



30 

•IKSTIMONY BRFORK 

SF.NATE SUBCOMMITTKE 
ON RI.FMKNTARY, SKCONDARY AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
RF.GARDING 
RFAIITMORIZATION OF P.L. A74 



Preaented by 



Mnrvin U:ir::cird, Siipor J ntp-ndpnt, 
Sflnt-ep Public School a 



■^0 



31 



«|.|>l-<-l.lf loM for h«lng Invited to n""l li •>•?■■••• «y 

thon hnlf th« «on«y nnndnd to fully fund t h- ^I. J' 

TMllty „B program. Political 

r..nd»dr so th^ n m:Uon'".r°^""to" d?itr!t"? '° '""^ 

rr, .:.r:.;.-:,:r::.ry"n^:d^ :-n- r °- 

.So mon^Y don't rom« wit.h « guar«nte« [T«ii« \% ! 

mnl«> o <ool or Mo. ft.tt ^"orontofl. it ^n^n ^ fool of you, it 

w>.at yo„ u-^i^rjo^'dowrbur .':;^;;* T" "° 

yoii Bight g«t ov»r It bnt In tK- " 7"" "nt you frna. Souaday 
hr.t degroo. Wow BinaCoU *t burn, you up In th. 

-on.y H"r~;n"'ySrg:; 'rZll doin\„''!['**""!'.«°r'"'"''" 

^r;;.rv/-v:r;/-t":-bo^rL-: r^S:^^-^'^ 
::f':.\-Lr";o— r-h: ^t^-b " r ^: \t 
inTZr., ..nv^^"- ^:;na/*ta^!ii: 

^•■■-"^-^'^.■^~:r:o-i 

nrMvlty. Wc'vn „„ft.... „„ nnii'M of n fndprnl prasanca or 

leava lean f"r «a" "'" the aora you taka 

the prograr.; '"^ ""'<-'"na" throatana to daatroy 

.•e„..n'..,r?r'.Mo„"o) "lin^i^t i'?^ ^ -"^"""fn concarnlng th. 
Hla.rl.utlon of "ionl^h^c.^^^ Z^rr^^JryTuVT:, luT" 

"--'"""''pr:vr::iaTc;:;::Liri/;:;;, « -~rag.d to a.t 

regarding J«p„ct Aid and to re,.„„ ? ""^S' Plctura 

than M.oa. „f ,y „,^CoK° Thave' tM^rioT-" ""*"'" "^"^ 

confr»«n that t havA nnf K«-r. I!? ^'^•'^^ to do that but Muat 

rural, i-Mtod nchoi? d^trJct thn^ Santaoi« « .,,1^ 

many impact Aid rnclplanta. 



32 



Tn th»» p.n«^^ f 1 v#» y.-urn M.p Ipv**!** of JppnrMon at Snnfp« 
havp rnngpd fro« 98.7 i<> ss..<*., dppAiuilng upon whpther or not 
nrl«n Bnriioy'n .«^l'for ttvtinj wIMi Imr t«rher rather than h«r 
RofhAr In «nlt r.nlit* Cily. i hnrn»»y\ nrp n non-Indlan fnnily 
who Uvp on foxnhip lood. rnirlog thnr aamq tlno, tha percant of 
inpact aid rpcplpta to <j''*uQrn\ fund rf»rrtlpta avaragad ?lx of 
ravanuPA rprp<vpd nnd our pprcanf of f ednrn 1 1 y-connectad kida 
avaragpd in exrp«« of O-*'. . The o«ount of fundn recalvad froa 
fnxntlon avaragad ot rncolpfa which ganaratad an average of 

S77,JJ2 ppr ypar. Our an^^i^naed valiintion nvprngad Si, 279, 146 and 
our tnx rAtp, which In nof baapd upon aiU lavy^ In Nobraaka, 
una wall ohovc* atafp avprngpo. Up have, at that aaae tine, 
pxparlaiirod rodnct ion« In otafa aid. hrom that It ia clear that 
for dlwtrlcta lika Sontep, Tapacf Aid I« the heart, and aoul of 
the dlHtrlrt'a ftnancfni ntmctnre. Without tapnct Aid wa will 
not aiirvivf). It 'a rhnt. ninplp. 

Tharo are t honn who qiit>at Ion why aanll, rural, iaolated 
dlatrirta aarvlng a aajorlty of Indlon atudenta even exlat. I 
ran only toll you rhnt iiiillan raaervarionn ware not created by 
Tndlnn poopli* nor did « l«<>y rr««nta Tndlnn arhool dtetricta. hut. 
they're a fart of Iltp ,ind r h*» fnrt. rppalna that theae achool 
dint ri eta have haen wore pf f pcti ve and mora prof i cient In 
providing an eduratlon to Indlnn rhildron than whan thoao Indian 
rhlldren attended other typen of achooJe. At one tiae Santae 
aent their rhlldren to ntx off -reaervat ion achool In a neighboring 
coMAunUy to attend high arhool. Over tha yeara few Indian 
rhildran ever gradiint.ed, or were part of the athletic taaas, or 
were ever Involved In drama or debate or playa. Few were ever 
officera, atiidenta roiinri I neahera - they aiaply were not a part 
of the arhool - for whalever reaaona. There'a been enough atudiea 
done - enough inforaahloii generated to Indicate that there is a 
prohlea that ocriira when minority children are placed into a 
dletrlrt where t.helr parents have Httle or no aay. 

I ora I roiitrol r>f nrlinoln haa been taken for granted In t.hla 
country for yearn. Howv.'r, liecauae of t.he way in which Indian 
children were ednroted, lorn I control 1« a fairly new phenoaanon 
to many Indian conatini t if h . During the henrlnga conducted by the 
National Aanorlntloii of l-odnraUy Tapncred Srhoola t.hla paat 
auaaer It hacane riear th.it Indian roaannltiaa ware adamant about 
maintaining current provlniona within the law requiring 
CTonaultation with tribes. Irlhea and pnreota view conaiiltatlon as 
eaaentlal to the operni num ot the Impart Aid program and schools 
that aerve their chlldr«*n. 

How era Impact Aid fnnda naad? Five yeara ago, Santae had 
no coiinaelor, no mimic program, no art inatrtictlon, very little 
in tha way of voratlonal inatriictlon and no buaineaa education 
program. Klvo yeara ago lapact Aid funda ware an up and down 
propoaition. There were yeara when Santae exporlenred caah flow 
probleme to auoh ao extent that npoclat appropriation* were 
nereaanry to keep the doora to the achool opeo. Over the laat 
five yearn, the financial aituatlon of tha dlatrlct haa 
atabillTed. During that tine, Sanree haa added a achool 
coiinaelor. Snntee haa added a muelc education program to auch an 
exteoh that Mie band now niimhnra aJmoal half the atudente in tha 
high arhool and in nviujnln.d aa one of tha better banda in tha 
area fielding a much larger band than achoola algn if lean tly 
larger than im. The dinltlrt haa aaaiimod reapooal bl 1 1 ty for 
renting] 1 imtr iimentn . The economica of our community would, in 
moar caaan, prohibit ntud<^nta from being in the band if thay were 
required pay rhe reiiti J fooa for rhe ioatrunenta, so the 

dlatrlrt pnyn for them. We do ao baraiine we think it'a important 
to have a bond. Why? Well, for one, Mark Henry. Mark auffera 
from miiaculnr dyarrophy and haa bean confined to a whealchair for 
a nuMhar of yeara. When T came, Mark waa in the aaventh grade. 
He wouldn't rome to nrhool - at leant not very often - and when 
he came, he didn't work. I brought him in one day to talk to bin 
about it and he aald, "l.ooU, there'a nothing you can do to me, I 
don't care, I'm rrlppled, I'm going to die, ao leave me alone." 
My reaponae wan. "Your l.ody any he rrlppled hut everything that 
I've rand nnd ae#»n aayn rhat your mind In very healthy and I'e 
not going to nl low you to Ignore your brain. You're going to 
rome to arhoot and yoii'ro jolng to do work." He aald, "I'm ncK," 
and he dl du' t . 
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who iw« I lio i»o Wrtriioi«\?'* "'*'o nrt*." "You ronn, wo'ro 

yo»fij to jot to r\<i** on ttiia hn«?** "Hon't you hhlnk thrtt y-^n 

v«> Yon ><now# Hioy hrtd to thinU nbout It. Tttoy nmd 

I lii»>' l»i<1 to ttitiil' f^bont It. 

Viit "^.'hool rolorrt m " fjoJrt and rnyfll bluo nnd oiir unifornM 
T»«iW»rt tlu»ft. Tor home cjnn*»<\ w<? woAr yolrt with bluo trln. Our 
hnyn wot o pinying jn n tt*)!!! nonrnt nnd w*» uoi <* il.-'nJ gnoti-^d the hono 
t»""^m. lltir u»ii4<">in cnJorA tirtrt bird toij*»th*>r to •\iich on oxtont th.it 
t til-* nnnf>i>tirpr f^tntpd to t*o nudl^'ficr* "nnd wi'^^trlng (^rof^n nnd blim# 
thr» **.intop Unirlntn." T r^nonber the U\<\n nnd p^rontn looking ot 
f>nrh othr»t. Tlip nnxt yr»nr wo hnd n«»w unifotmn. Did t hone 
tin t f oi rtn mhi* our U l»Jf^ t"«ot t «r pi 'i/r»i ? I> | d It. ncid fcO thi» I r 
I 1 1 s fM.l It iftiUn thow h*»t t or rJ.fyotfTi"* Proh/ibly fiot . B-it 
tli.it "i tuo f I o \o fj On n r«»cord of oin? or two v, 1 nR por jo3r to 

whot o tux's {yn'\\ yonr thl« tonm wOnnd iifj r/>t *»d fourth in the 
/\tj»to. I tinl nuoro'Xrt nnko our i<l<lf\ 1iott«>r ixtttdontu? AhU our 

t o.i**l»oi . Did it I ub off In clA'^n - our por^-ntn. Thnt'a Sow 

(•»ur Irji.^ri Aid wtuioy 1 t>oing u s-d - J t ' ,i boj n«j u -.^-d to • si;io jtd 
rhll.iron - 1 1 ' i>oin9 imod to try to Instill In childr'»n a r-nn© 
ot prldo, n unitm* of piir|iO»e* 

Oiir I ng d i '^ciin^ lona rogard ing Zmpnct Aid, I've been anUed by 
«>y rollonguon fiot to conc(>ntrote on tronty obligationn* Aa you 
rnn <\f*t», I don't linten too wf*ll to my collongima. X think it is 
important, nt lf>nnt bri#»fly, to connlder treaty obligations* 
Thi* Ipgnl Av ( drtnco nnd tho leginlatlve hintory of P.L* 874 gives 
no indirntion thnt thn inclusion of children residing on Indian 
Inndn bo rolntod to t ho ^atlsfnction of treaty obligations to 
Indian Tribos lt\ paymentn undftr the Zmpnrt Aid program. Howevor, 
poynontB with roapect to pntitle«ents hasod on children residing 
on Indian landft now constitute about 40rs of the payments under 
t l>rt proyrnw. Payments under Tnpart Aid provide sore funds for 
tho oducation of Indian children than any other single Federal 
ftource, and perhopa morA than any other source, be it stats or 
loc/il. Tho r#>ault is, intended or not, if the Federal government 
In nal 1 rxl y t ntj thOf)e obligations at all, a major part of that 
satisiaction is had under the Impact Aid program* My ancestors 
and many of your ancestors were involved in a long, costly, 
lengthy atriiggle. And I have to tell you that my ancestors knew 
that it was a atruggle that they could not win. Tribal leaders 
talked about this invasion of light-skinned paopla that seemed to 
bo coning forth like ants and that there was no end to then. 
There was an unlimited source of adversaries with amazing weapons 
and pieces of equipment that forstoJd defeat. Yet they struggled 
on. Why? Because, of a senso of obligation. Because of a sense 
of destiny s>.d of the future. They struggled snd died for a 
promise that their children would be educated. And that promise 
was given. One of the things my ancestors insisted upon in 
trestles with the United States was educational provisions. 
Educational activities of the government contingent upon treaty 
agroomenta with tribea began with the treaty of December 2, 1794 
wit It I hr» ihilodas, Tuscnrora and St orkbr 1 dgo Nations. During the 
period ol 1 /Ma to Ifl^fl more than one hundred treatiea were signed 
which contaltied edticational proviaiona* 

(Ivor tho history of the rejstlonship between the United 
St at eA ntid Indian tribes, educa tiou hns hoen a major 
componont nf that relationship. Treaty obligations are net 
Komothing to be toUen lightly because theae treaties were written 
tn t hinod of your ancestors and m I no and on obligation, s 

sol.^mn oath, taken t hnt the United States would provide sn 
oducatiott for Indian children. Like it or not, if those tresty 
obligations are being met at all. Impart Aid is the major aource 
Ol rovt^iiue by which theae treaty obligationa are being met. 

Tho m.>ssago I want to leave with you is that Impact Aid is 
moro than facts and figures. I know it is hard to concentrate on 
Individual nlrcumstsnces, yet, that is how the funds are uaed. 
They'trt un.ol to try to provide a bettor standard of living for 
Our atudeMl.s so that they can benefit personally and we can 
benefit an a society. I urge this Committee to not only seek 
roauthorir'ntioh of Impact Aid but to fight for decent levels of 
iutui I ng f ni- r hn. program becsune t he education of federal ly 
roiuiocted children is clearly an obligation of the federal 
govci lUR.^itt .iiid Just as clearly in their Interest, 
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you, Dr. Buzard. 
The next witness is Dr. John Hansen. 

Mr. Hansen. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John Hansen. Fm the President of the Bellevue Boaixi of 
Education of Bellevue, NE. I represent a school district that serves 
the educational needs of military dependents of Offutt Air Force 
Base and the headquarters of the Strategic Air Command. Our 
school district provides the schooling for over 8,000 children, 65 
percent of which are military deperdents. 

My main purpose today is to urge the reauthorization of impact 
aid, a program that is absolutely necessary for the survival of 
school districts like ours, and for the education of the half-million 
children of personnel in the uniformed services. 

At this time I would like to turn this part over to Dr. Richard 
Triplett, our Superintendent, for more specifics in this matter. 

[The prepared statement of John F. Hansen follows:] 
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TeatlBony Pre«eitted to 
Boom Cn— tttee on Bdocatioii and Labor 
Ptrtalnlng to 
Setuthorirttlon of P.L. 874, **I«p«ct Aid** 

by 

John F* B«iueii» President 
BelleToe Board of Bducetion 
Bellevoe, lebreeka 



March 31, 1987 



Mister Ctieinun end Meabere of the Connittee, 

I en John F. Uaneen, President of the Bellevue Board of Education 
of Bellevue, Nebraska. I repreaent a school diatrict that aervea the 
educational needa of nilitary .v*;endenta of Offutt Air Force Baae and 
the htadqusitera of Strategic \\v Conoiand. Our achool district providea 
the a''booling for over 8,000 children, 65X of which are military dependent a. 
Our co9aunity enjoys, I believe, an exceptionally nttong tie between 
the nilitary and civilian coinaunitiea, and in the achoola we conaider 
ouraelvea one achool coomunity. Our military frienda «re world travellers, 
and they bring their experiencea into our community and our clasaroom 
to enrich ua all. 

My main purpoae ia to urge the reauthorization of impact aid, a program 
that ia abaolucely neceaaary for the aurvival of school districts like 
ours snd for the education of the half-million children of peraonnel 
in the uniformed aervicea. 

It haa been pointed out by thoae who oppose impact aid legislstion 
thst s federsl installstion is sn economic ssset to the local community 
and that, therefore, local school districts csn get slocg very well without 
federsl doUsrs flowing into the community by means of impact aid. While 
it ia undeniable that a military baae has a poaitive effect on the larger 
community (that ia, an entire metropolitan area or ^-he atate where the 
baae ia located), it ia not neceaaarily true that a federal inatallation 
ia an aaaet to the achool diatrict. In fact, it la usually a financial 
liability. Federal atudiea over the years have concluded, and I quote, 
"There ia no evidence to aupport the contention that there are net fiacal 
benefita to local educational agenciea arising from federal sctivities." 

How csn this be the case? Very simply, becauae local government 
ia not permitted to tax federal land and because "exclusive Jurisdiction" 
prevents locsl subdivisions of government from taxing private property 
located on that land. In our district, the baae repreaents IBX of the 
land, but, if it were taxable, it would increase our t«x base by lOOZ. 
For "A" atudenta, thoae who live on the military installation, we are 
prohibited from taxing both the parenta* workplace and place of reaidence. 
For "B" atudenta, we are not allowed to tax the parents* place of employment. 
For both "A" and "B" atudenta, we loae possible revenue if the parents 
exerciae their righta under the Soldiers' and Sailors' Relief Act and 
choose to register sutos, boats, and recreational vehicles in th. i home 
atatea. 

Doea the atare of Nebraska benefit by the $1 billion generated by 
Offutt 'a total economic impact, including payroll, procurements, and 
conatruction? Absolutely. Does the school district of Bellevue benefit 
from Offutt? Cert/'.inly vt enjoy immessurable benefits, but they are 
not economic benefits. P»*'^oll ia not t^xed by the achool. If personnel 
ahop on baae, aalea tax is not collecteo. The procurements and conatruction 
contrscts let by Offutt will probably go to Omaha or Nebraska businesses, 
not to Bellevue contrsctors thst Are taxed to support our schools, becauae 
the city and achool diatrict of Bellevue are largely residential, with 
proportionately little induatry and buainess. These are the reasons 
thst I srgue thst the wider neighborhood profits from a federal installation, 
but the local achool district does not. 
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Bellevue. Nebraska 
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I vUh to address, briefly, the Issue of the "B" student— that child 
whose parent works on base but the family lives off base. Before fiscal 
ycsr 1982, payment for the "B" students was SOX of payment for an "A" 
student. The rationale wss simply that we could tax the home of the 
student, but not the place where the parent was employed. Since 1982, 
however, the payment rate has been reduced to 16. 6X of the "3A" rate. 
I urge you to consider the equity of the original intent of the law and 
to recognize that a payment for "B" students Is absolutely necessary 
as sn In-lleu-of tax reimbursement for the lost revenue -hat cannot be 
recovered In sny other manner. 

When Impact aid Is not received in the 2,600 school districts which 
are funded in the program, crises occur for the half-million military 
dependents who benefit from the program, and for the civilian youngsters 
who 8it'side-by«side with them in the same classroom across the nation. 
The most drastic measures taken by school districts— those of closing 
schools and terminating teachers' contracts--affect all children in the 
district, civilian and military alike. And the attempt by some districts 
to charge tuition of militsry parents is a hardship on the people who 
serve their country in the uniformed services. Bellevue experienced 
such s crisis in 1970, and we still recall the pain that resulted to 
our total community. 

The solution is threefold: first, to reauthoriaie the program; second, 
to increase the financial support to provide full funding; and third, 
when allocstions sre iniufficient to fulfill the obligation to fully 
fund sU entitlements, to maintsin priorities that assure first funding 
for districts with the greatest need. 

At this time I would like the Superintendent of the Bellevue Public 
Schools, Dr. Richari L. Trlplett, to refer you to our handouts and respond 
to any questions you may have with regard to our poaitlons. Thank you 
for the opportunity to speak today on behalf of the reauthorization of 
impact aid. 
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Dr. Triplett. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
am pleased to be here today to offer testimony on behalf of the 
impact aid program. 

I am here today not only representing the Bellevue School Dis- 
trict, but also here representing highly impacted school districts 
serving military installations. 

We have been working for a little more than 18 months with 43 
school districts across the United States, all of those districts serv- 
ing military installations, and the tan document before you that we 
have entitled ^^Reauthorization of Impact Aid** is an outgrowth of 
the efforts of the highly impacted school districts serving military 
installations. 

The superintendents that participated in that particular program 
are here today in the audience. I would like to point out that they 
have taken the time from their very busy schedules to be here to 
offer support for the program by their presence. 

The document that I have referred to responds to many of the 
questions that you may have regarding the impact aid program. I 
will refer only to — there are nine enclosures and I will not go into 
each one of those. But Enclosure 8 sets forth a position paper for 
the highly federally impacted schools serving military installations, 
and Enclosure 9 

Mr. GooDLiNG. Excuse me. Did you say we should have these? 

Dr. Triplett. You should have that. It was provided as a part of 
our testimony. It*s a document that looks like this [indicating]. I 
think we made it available to 

Chairman Hawkins. Has it been distributed to the members of 
the committee? 

Dr. Triplett. It certainly should have been. 

Mr. Ford. Is that the one called "Impact Aid Position Paper" by 
Dr. Robert Thomas?^ 

Dr. Triplett. No. It's entitled 

Chairman Hawkins. Everyone seems to have it except members 
of the committee. 

Dr. Triplett. I think it would be an excellent idea to get those 
documents in the hands of the committee. 

Chairman Hawkins. Yes. Up here is where you expect to get the 
votes. 

Dr. Triplett. You bet, right. [Laughter.] 

Chairman Hawkins. Thank you very much. They are being dis- 
tributed now and are being noted in the record. Thank you. Dr. 
Triplett. 

Dr. Triplett. I certainly don't want to go into detail in terms of 
each one of the enclosures, but I just wanted to make mention that 
in Enclosure 8 it does set forth the position paper of the highly fed- 
erally impacted schools serving military installations. And Enclo- 
sure 9 contains the amendments that we feel are necessary to 
Public Law 81-874 in order to implement that position paper. 

For purposes of clarification, I would like to address some of the 
issues that appear to be in common and were in agreement with 
the National Association of Federally Impacted Schools. 

We agree that impact aid is an obligation of the Federal Govern- 
ment. It is certainly not a welfare program and it's not a subsidy. 
We also are in agreement that the Dili should be fully funded. We 
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are also in agreement with the National Association on recom- 
mendtions with respect to 3(dX2)(B), which provides budget balanc- 
ing for highly federally impacted districts. 

We also agree that the local contribution rate for military 3(b) 
students shou d be increased to 50 percent of the 3(a) rate, which 
restores it back to the situation that existed in 1981 

Every national study of impact aid has confirmed the burden of 
militry 3(b) students, a fact that appears to us to be ignored by the 
President and by the Education Secretary in their recommenda- 
tions to eliminate all (b) funds. ci.o"unenaa 

Finally, we are in agreement that Public Law 81-874 should not 
be used to justify reductions in State aid receipts until certain con- 
ditions are met, and we have set forth those conditions in the docu- 
ment that I made reference to. 

Disagreements arise among the impact aid recipients within the 
impact aid community when funds are inadequate to fully fund all 
entitlements. As a result of need, we have always found it neces- 
sary to support a position that schools most highly dependent on 
impact aid should receive first priority of funds when funds are in- 
adequate to fully fund the program. At the same time, we fully rec- 
ognize that all districts submitting claims have legitimate needs 
which should be met by the Federal Government. 

We will support the National Association's proposal on payments 
tor 6(a) s, as long as when funds are inadequate to fully funded tier 
payments are made first to the districts with most severe needs, up 
to the level allowed within that particular tier. This can be 
achieved by distributing funds based upon the percent of districts' 
impaction This has been included in the National Association's 
proposal that is before you. 

^If continue to work with the National Association 

on 3(b) funding We agree that we should, with respect to the Super 
iqI'-t^t^*"^*" distribution of funds that they received in 

1987 It appears to us that that should be a stepping off point, a 
benchmark We have come into agreement with the National Asso- 
ciat on that it should be approached in that manner. Yet to be 
worked out is whether that particular provision should be accom- 
plished in pay one or pay two of their proposal. 

Changes that are necessary to facilitate the implementation of 
section 6 are also contained in our proposal. These changes would 
allow the Department of Defense to respond, through section 6 ar- 
rangements, for special financial needs of military-impacted dis- 
tricts when necessary, to avoid some of the major problems that 
school districts serving military installations have experienced over 
the last 15 years. 

I urge this committee to advance the legislation which authorizes 
Public Law 874 with the proposed amendments, and I would like to 
take this opportunity to thank you for allowing me to summarize 
the position of the highly federally impacted districts. I, too, will 
make myself available for questions. 

[The prepared statement of Richard L. Triplett follows*] 
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Tettiwmy Presented to 
Houee CoMdttee oa Xdacetion and Labor 
Pertalnins to 
Beautborisaticm of P.L. 874, "lapact Aid** 
by 

Or« ftlchard L. Triplett, Superintendent 
BelleToe Public Schools 
Bellevuei Hebratka 

March 31, 1987 

Members of the Coonittee, 

I am Richsrd L. Triplett, Superintendent of the Bellevue Public Schools, 
Iocs ted in Bellevue, Nebraska. My main purpose today ^s to encourage 
you to reauthorize Public Lav 874 with a few technical amendments which 
will clarify and insure proper interpretation of certain sections of 
PL 874. 

I would like to begin by referring you to the document forwarded 
to you esrlier entitled, '*leaqthori«ation of Iigiact Aid FT '89«** The 
document contsins the history of the impact aid program, federal studies 
thst have been conducted, financial information, positions taken, and 
recomended legislstive chsnges. It is organised into five major sectionst 
"lihat is lapact aid?" "Jmtification for impact aid." **lltiat is the problemT** 
*Trailttra to aol^m the problemt" and "What is the solutionT** 

In sn attempt to keep my remarks short, I will not tske you through 
the entire document. Instesd, I would like to refer you to the position 
psper contained in Enclosure 8. This paper was developed by a representative 
group of highly impscted military school districts and is ouz sttempt 
to offer solutions to inequities in the impact aid progrsm. The first 
psrt of s solution, of course, is to reauthorize PL 874 for FY *89 and 
beyond. The second psrt of the solution is for Congress to increase 
the finsncial support of PL 874 to provide full funding for the entire 
program. And the third part of the solution is that when allocations 
are insufficisnt to fulfill the government's obligations to fully fund 
all entitlements, priorities must be maintained to assure thst those 
school districts :fith the greatest need receive their entitlements first. 

In addition, there are s few technical smendments to clarify and 
insure proper interpretation of certain sections of PL 874. The technical 
amendments merely clsrify the position paper and address the sreas of 
"Priority of rtodtnjt.'* "Local Contribntion ■ate," **8tate Aid/Public Law 
874." "Military ■>" *'3(d>2(B)A^ "Somrca of Funding." and **Section 6." 
all of which are contained in Enclosure 9 of the document before you. 

All three sress of consideration in the impact aid progrsm** resuthorizat ion 
of the program, proposed technical chsnges, and the distribution formula**are 
equslly import snt to the highly impscted militsry school districts. 

Thsnk you for allowing the Bellevue Public Schools to represent the 
views of the highly impacted military school districts. I would be happy 
to address specific technicsl amendments v have proposed and answer 
any questions you may have. 
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you. 

TRie next witness will be Dr. Thomas Vincent. 

subcommTttS'^' "^^^^ members of the 

One of the advantages of being down the line in terms of the tes- 
tmiony is I can piggyback" and concur with much that the other 
members have mentioned today. I represent a school district in 
New Mexico. This district is the largest district in geographic size 
in the contiguous United States. In land mass, we are a little bit 
larger than the State of New Jersey. This presents some unique op- 
portunities for us and some unique challenges. Within that school 
district 68 percent of the students qualify under the 874 aid; 65 per- 
cent ot the students are Native American. 

Rather than read the testimony, I will extrapolate a few points. 

Ihe tiret point IS that we do support the reauthorization of 
impact aid. One of the areas that is becoming of vital concern to us 
18 that the funding level and the authorization level differential 
that does occur creates unique problems for us in New Mexico. 
New Mexico is an equalization formula State. Therefore, the State 
does take 95 percent credit for the 874 funding. 

This problem then occurs, that as the State works on its budget. 
It ends up in a sort of guessing game, not knowing what the actual 
funding level will be. In some cases, then, if they overestimate, and 
the actual funding that does come through to us causes the State to 
dip into Its reserve fund to make up any difference that may occur, 
or, as has occurred, we may end up at the school level, during the 
school year, taking some type of cut after we felt that we had our 
funding m place. 

In some cases, in our case, because of the number of Native 
American students, if we have additional funding that does occur, 
then at perhaps some point in, the school year we find ourselves 
trying at this point to justify funding which was not initially appro- 
priated in the budget. This makes, in some cases, some rather cre- 
ative problems. 

So, having said that we do support the reauthorization, I think 
that case has been well presented and I would like to make a point 
in three other areas. 

Currently, the average daily attendance figure that is used we 
believe IS not an accurate figure. We would suggest and recom- 
mend that, rather than an ADA, that the actual membership at 
some predetermined point in time be used for the actual funding I 
believe the current level ADA is estimated at 90 percent. We would 
suggest, as we do in New Mexico, on the 40th day, for example, 
that IS our membership that is turned in to the State for actual 
btate operational funding. If some similar type of arrangement 
could be used, then the actual membership of students eligible for 
874 would be used, rather than an arbitrary 90 percent ADA 

In the area of Indian special education, we find that the current 
system that may generate the funding up to two years highly re- 
strictive in terms of the accountability. We feel that we may be in 
the accounting area, vulnerable in this particular area because of 
the highly restrictive nature of the accountability system. 

Just recently we found that we were approaching the time of the 
two years when we might need to have the fund revert back to the 
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Government, but we weren't sure and didn't know what the level 
of actual funding was. We had a very short timeframe— actually a 
matter of weeks — in which the funding level was established to de- 
termine how that funding would be spent. We believe that an earli- 
er identification and a less restrictive accountability would allow 
us to better meet the needs of those students. 

Another area that creates a problem for us is that, under the 
current funding — and we would urge a change here — is that any 
earnings on Federal funds that have been invested must be used in 
the capital improvement area. Now, wWle that money can be used 
successfully, we believe that we could better meet the needs of our 
Native American students if the restrictive nature of the capital 
improvement area could be removed and we would be allowed to 
use the earnings on investments to better meet the needs of stu- 
dents, regardless of the area. 

I thank you and the members of the committee, Mr. Chairman, 
for the opportunity to testify today. I also would be happy to 
answer questions. 

[The prepared statement of A. Thomas Vincent follows:] 
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Imagine! if you will> that you are a school administrator in 
a district with a land mass the size of the entire state of 
New Jersey. In addition to the geographic problems inherent 
with such a district* what i"^ sixty-eight percent of the 
students qualified for 87^ assistance? Furthermorei what if: 

1. Sixty-five percent of the students were Native American? 

2. Fifteen percent were Hispanic; and' 

3. The remaining twenty percent were classified as other? 

Would these factors present a unique educational challenge? I 
believe we can agree that they certainly would. 

I am here today representing the Gallup-McKinley County 
Public School district which in reality I have Just described 
to you. In geographic sizei it is the largest school district 
in the contiguous United States. The district has over 13,000 
students and encompasses a large portion of the Navajo Indian 
Reservation. I also represent ^0 other districts, almost 
fifty percent of New Mexico's total. In our state, over 
twelve percent of the 270,000 students qualify under Impact 
aid and 38 million dollars are generated. Of this 38 million, 
the Gallup-McKinley County District accounts for 
approximately thirty-three percent or l2.5 million dollars. 

I cannot speak directly for other states. However, it is 
reasonable to assume that their needs and concerns are 
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similar to those of New Mexico educators for students. 

At this point, it becomes apparent that a loss of or 
reduction in impact aid would be catastrophic to our state's 
funding and students' educational needs. For example, in our 
district next year, we must eliminate Chaoter I remedial 
programs in our high schools. If the planned cuts continue, 
we will need to eliminate similar programs in our mid- 
schools. That would come when districts are facing challenges 
to provide an ever increasing higher quality of education and 
meet the unique needs of our student population. 

In addition to a continuation of and need to upgrade funding, 
changes in the law governing methods of fund generation and 
management should be considered. Under the present structure, 
the government receives our state's eligible student 
enrollment and estimates that ninety percent of that number 
represents our^verage daily attendance (ADA). We are then 
funded on this new number. Even if the figure were accurate, 
costs continue when students are absent. We recommend that a 
funding be based on a system of specific day membership 
reporting by each state. In New Mexico, we report our 
fortieth day membership for state funding purposes . This 
method would replace the inaccurate ADA system currently in 
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only be used for capital outlay. This restrictive use of 
funds does not always insure meeting the best needs of 
students. We recommend that the law be changed to remove this 
restr ic t ion. 

A third recommendation deals with authorized vs actual 
federal funding. Since these do not match) the states with 
equalization formulas* such as New Mexico* play a guessing 
game. When New Mexico develops its educational budget* it 
must anticipate a certain amount of funding from impact aid. 
If the funding level is less than anticipated* the state must 
dip into its reserve fund or mandate cuts at the district 
level. New Mexico recommends that a system be established to 
insure that the authorized and expenditure levels be the 
same . 

A final area of consideration deals with money for Indian 
special education students. This funding requires a totally 
sepa'^ate restrictive expenditure and accountability system. 
Districts are concerned about vulnerability in this area. 
Under the current law* if the funding is not used in two 
years* it reverts back to the Federal Government. In 
actuality* it can take up to two years before the funding 
level is known at the district level. This means that the 
money must be expended in a short time frame. UJe urge that 
the districts only be required to show additional services to 
qualifying students and not* as is currei'ttly true* maintain a 
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rigid accountability system. Further, the earlier in the time 
period the districts know their funding level, the better the 
planning for these expenditures. 

While most of this testimony has dealt with funding and 
recommended changes in the law, it is critical that the needs 
of students be uppermost in our deliberations. After all, 
they are the ultimate beneficiaries of our combined efforts. 
I assure you that this has been my prime consideration as 
these recommendations were developed for presentation today. 
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Chairman Hawkins. Thank you. 
The next witness is Donald S. Bruno. 

Mr. Bruno. Mr. Chairman and members of this distinguished 
committee, I am Don Bruno and Tm Superintendent of the New- 
port News Public School System, a svstem with 27,000 pupils, 9,500 
of them military A*s and B's. I am the immediate past president of 
the National Association of Impacted Schools. That association rep- 
resents some 800 districts of the 2,000 districts that are impact dis- 
tricts in this nation. 

Today I am also representing the cities of Virginia Beach, Nor- 
folk, Hampton, Chesapeake, Poquoson, and the counties of York, 
Fairfax, Loudoun, and Stafford. Some of those folks are here, Mr. 
Chairman, and they've been sitting a long time. Vm going to ask 
them if they will just stand up. 

Last night we had a pretty exciting basketball game on televi- 
sion. It ended up with a one point win. For us who have worked in 
the impact aid program for some 30 years, we have had that same 
basketball game for 30 years, when we come down to the last 
minute and the last shot. Fortunately, we have had a Congress 
that has recognized that there has to be some fairness and equity 
in this program and have always been there to adjudicate the last 
shot. 

I am particularly pleased that this committee is willing to look 
at the reauthorization of the program in a fair and equitable 
manner. That is much needed. 

I don't think thre is any question that in the last five years this 
program has been just a little bit like old age. What doesn't hurt 
sometimes just doesn't work very well. The administration propos- 
als for this program over the past 5 years represents a mindless 
travesty of tragedies that have left this program in shambles. I 
don't think any of us are proud of that. 

When we heard Secretary Davenport's testimony here this morn- 
ing, the proposals of this administration for the future of this pro- 
gram is really no more far-reaching or future-oriented than what 
we've had to listen to for the last 5 years, and I would suggest you 
reject them out of hand. 

The constant adjustment of this program, with proration formu- 
las by the Congress, has caused endless and serious ruptures in the 
impact aid group. We all know that. We come here this morning 
trving to figure a way out of that morass. But, more importantly, 
what has happened to the 2 million children that are involved in 
this program nation-wide? Marvin Buzzard, who represents an 
Indian nation, the folks who are in low-rent housing, we have had 
to carry the burden of this program on the backs of two million 
children, probably with programs that could have been much 
better. Your committee and the Congress now have the opportunitv 
to bring a sense of realism and fairness to the program through 
this process. 

I would like to touch on three major points— and I think this is 
what this is all about. One, we need a reauthorization that is con- 
sistent with the entitlements of the school divisions that have a re- 
imbursement voucher to give to the Conerrcss and to the nation. 
Our estimate for the next 5 years to fund this program that way 
would be $1.5 billion. If we don't get an authorization, then you do 
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not give us the opportunity to work in the Congress to get the ap- 
propriation. Our current authorization lev^l is $800 million. 

Second, you must establish a guaranteea level of payment for A 
students of 100 percent. When that is done, all of the rest of this 
mindless debate will disappear. This program was built for the 
military A and the military B students. In 1981, we were getting 95 
percent in a regular A district. Last year, my school district that 
has 65 percent impaction with military A's and B's, received 31 
cents on the dollar for a military A kid and SVz cents on the dollar 
for a military B kid. Quite frankly, if we continue that kind of 
tunding in authorization. Congressman Ford is right, there will be 
no constituency for this program in the Congress. 

I think this is a key point. We must have an adequate authoriza- 
tion level of $1.5 billion; we must have 100 percent funding ^or the 
A kids; we must have 50 percent of that A payment for the B 
youngster; and for a civilian B, which I think is a significant 
change from our position in the past, 25 percent for the civilian. 

1 would like to point out another thing that has come up just re- 
cently. We have the Navy and the Army and the Air Force going 
put and leasing apartment complexes now. In my community, they 
leased 300 apartments within the last six months. Those apart- 
ments, the Navy guarantees rental for 20 years. Wouldn't you like 
to be a developer in that kind of arrangement? The developer gets 
a low interest loan to build the apartments. This fall our school dis- 
trict will have 450 additional Navy personnel in those apartments, 
and they will come as far away from our community as 60 miles. 
Those kids will be B kids. We're a Super B district. We'll get $170 a 
child, while it costs $3,600 to educate them. 

Yesterday I talked with Senator John Warner about this prob- 
lem. You may not recall, but in 1981, when we got in trouble. Sena- 
tors Warner, Tower, Stennis, and Sam Nunn had this money put 
into the Defense budget and then transferred to education. Senator 
Warner s advice to us is that maybe it's time to go to the courts. 

1 don t really believe that there is any willingness on the part of 
the becretary of Defense to take this program. I sent out the tui- 
tion bills in 1981 to some 3,000 parents and said, "You're not 
coming to school. Superintendents at that time visited the Depart- 
ment of Defense and asked if they would take the program. Listen, 
triends; if they didn t want that -urogram in 1981 and 1982, when 
they were awash in money, why wou ' we think they would want 
to take it today? 

Third, I do not believe that the section 6 schools ought to be 
rolled into the impact aid program. I think thev ought to be left 
just \yhere tney are— for two reasons. There is not enough money 
in this program to handle them, and I think they also offer an 
escape hatch for those heavily military-impacted districts that just 
might have to resort to that kind of arrangement if impact aid 
moneys don t come in. 

n '{he "electronic preachers" today aren't very popular people. But 
Bob Shuller said— and I like this statement— "it's better to do 
something imperfectly than nothing flawlessly." I think that our 
group— Dick Triplett, the National Association— we are all in 
agreement that something must be done to fully fund this program, 
to resolve the differences that we have. I feel confident that this 
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committee, through its stewardship, and just a sense of fairness, 
will bring back to our program what is so richly deserves— full 
fundiii^, a decent authorization, and let us have a little more time 
in our districts, rather than to come to this "basketball game" 
every year to see if we can shoot the final basket. 
Thank you. 

[The prepared statement of Donald S. Bruno follows:] 
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THF SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY, AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION 
Washington, D.C., Room B-346-C (Hearing Room 2175) 

March 31, 1987 



Statement of: 

Donald S. Bruno, Superintendent, Newport News Public Schools, Virginia 

Representing: The cities of Virginia Beach, Norfolk, Portsmouth, Hampton, 
Chesapeake, Newport News, Poquoson, and the counties of York 
Fairfax, Loudoun, and Stafford. Individuals representing 
these districts -ire in the Hearing Room, and I would like 
for them to stand at this time. 

Mr. Chairman, and Distinguished Members of the SubcommUtee on Elementary, 
Secondary, and Vocational education. 

I address you this morning on the vital issue of reauthorization of the 
Impact Aid program. Thib comrfii ttee' s willingness to thoroughly examine 
this program, and reauthorize it in aniannerthat is equitable and fur to 
the thousands of school districts in this nation that must bear the burden 
of educating in excess 2 million children in this great country is 
commendable. 

It might be said that in trie pa-t five years that this program has been hurt, 
and what doesn't hurt simply does not work. The administration's proposals 
for this program represent a mindless travesty of strategies that have left 
the program in shanbles. The lark of leadership by the Department of 
Education to ensure simple fairness m both the distribution of funds and 
adequate support for the pr'ogram is without parallel. The constant adjustment 
of proration formulas by the Congr-ess to divide up insufficient funds has 
causPd endless debate and serious misunderstanding between the participants 
in the pr-ogram and for' those whom we must provide educational services -- 
our ch 1 Idren. 

It IS no secret in this town that only will and determination of the 
Congress to pr^ovide some degree of funding for the past five years has kept 
literally thousands of school dist, Kts fr-om going into bankruptcy. Your 
committee and the Congress now have the opportunity to bring a sense of 
realism and fairness to the p-- n% n through the reauthorization pr-ocess. 

It seems to me that the conmnttoe should examine the following points in 
great detai 1 . 

(r Reauthorize the program at a level that is consistent with the 
enitlements of tho school systems. This is a reimbursement program 
r.r services render-ed. I would suggpst that the reauthorization 
total be set- at one and one-half billion dollars. I unde»*stand the 
deficit problem, but do not believe it can be solved at the expense 
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March 31, 1987 

(2) Reestablish a guaranteed level of payment for all "A" pupils 
(lOOX). In our area of Virginia we have the Atlantic Fleet, the 
Tactical Air Command, the Transportation Corps, Coast Guard 
Training Facility, Naval Weapons Station, and a Naval Shipyard. There are 
some 77,978 "A" pupils for which school systems receive payments of 
3U on the dollar and about 8hi on the dollar for "B" pupils. All 
"A" pupils across the nation should be paid at least 50% of the 
national per pupil expenditure. The simple fact of the matter is 
that the number of "A" and "B" pupils in our state exceeds the 
total number of all students in either South Dakota or North 
Dakota, and equals half of all the students in the state of Nebraska. 
This is a key point in unraveling the mess created by the administra- 
tion, and restoring unity to the Impact Aid districts. 

'(3j Address the new strategy of the armed services leasing rental 
property for twenty years, guaranteeing the developer 100% rontals, 
and expecting the local community to pay the cost nf educating the 
children that are placed in this housing. In our community, the 
Navy will have sailors working in a different city some 30 miles 
from the housing. These students will be classified as "B" pupils, 
^nd under current law we will receive about $170 per pupil, receive 
a property tax of approximately $405 per apartment, and be expected 
to provide educational services at a cost of S3, 600, Pupils in 
leased navy housing should be classified as "A" pupils. With the 
home porting of the fleet to new commjnities, this will become a 
significant problem in the next five years. 

(4) The transfer of Section Six Schools to the Impact Aid program 
should not be considered at this time. Since the students in these 
programs are currently housed on military bases, the transfer of 
the programs to local schcol divisions would create housing and 
instructional problems that the current proct am cannot address. 
This program should rer.iain with 000, and if they wish to contract 
with local school divisions for services, at prevailing rates, thib 
option should be open. 

During the past two years the National Association of Impact Schools took on 
the impossible task of developing a consensus on the disti ibution of funds 
if proration was necessary. I support the general concepts of this proposal, 
and the fact that we need to restate this program to what it is ...a 
reimbursement for services rendered. The work literally took thousands of 
hours to complete, and the dedicated effort of many administrators and 
school board members to develop a rational and workable reauthorization pro- 
posal. I have had the unpleasant task Oi ordering the closing of schools 
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when impact funds were not forthcoming. I know the Department of Defense 
was not enthusiastic about taking over this program in the early eighties 
when they were awash with money. In fact, this viable program oelongs 
in the Department of Education, and has greater support from the affected 
school districts than any othei program in the Education Budget. 

We feel confident that this committee will report out a reauthorization 
proposal that recommends a funding level consistent with the government's 
responsibility to pay its obligations to the school districts that have 
the awesome responsibility of preparing this nation's youth for the 21st 
century. 

Thank you for permitting me to share these thoughts with you, and we 

have the utmost confidence that your support for quality education programs 

will cause your stewardship for this program to be stronger than ever. 



54 



Chairman Hawkins. Thark you, Mr. Bruno. 
Dr. Davenport, you seem to be in strange company today. 
[Laughter.] 

It would seem that there is widespread support for this reauthor- 
ization and that every major study that has been placed before this 
committee supports the impact aid B payments. 

On what basis do you justify the recommendation that you have 
made to the committee? 

Mr. Davenport. Well, if you look quickly at some of the studies, 
Mr. Chairman, you will see they are not all actually speaking to B 
studento. They're talking about impact aid itself. 

There has been, as you know, some analyses over the last few 
years, where every President and every administration has pro- 
posed the elimination of B students. Without a doubt, I think if we 
move away from the emotionalism and the rhetoric for a moment, 
that people living in the community paying taxes, owning property 
in the community, are the same as if someone moved into your dis- 
trict in Los Angeles who happened to work for General Motors or 
RCA, that there would be no additional burden on the taxpayers of 
the State of California or a burden on the taxpayers of Los Ange- 
les. Those people are paying taxes. 

Now, those people who are A*s, as every administration has rec- 
ommended, this is a Federal burden and that the Federal Govern- 
ment has an obligation to pay. When we throw around figures of 
$170 per student, you've got to add in that that impact aid does not 
pay the total costs of education. We know that. That was never the 
intent of Congress. You've got to add in your local contribution, 
you've got to add in your State contribution, and you then add in 
impact aid. That adds up to a lot more than $170, because every 
State has to pay student aid for every student that's enrolled in 
their State. Then the local taxpayer has an obligation, too, to pro- 
vide assistance. 

That is what we're talking about, moving away from the rheto- 
ric, look optionally at the tax burden that is there, and we find in 
our analysis the only burden is for the A students. We have pro- 
posed a rational way of paying for the A students, so there is not 
this upswing where one year you're a super A, one student re- 
moves you from super A and you lose maybe 50 percent of your 
dollars. We propose in our tier approach that that would be in a 
gradual step removal down so that there would be a method to 
plan. 

The B students are less than one-half of 1 percent of all the 
budgets of school districts across this country. I hope that's exactly 
the correct figure. If not, I will provide it for the record. That's 
close to it. So we look at that limited amount of funds, and then 
look at the funds we have to cover for the real students who are 
making a burden on the school districts, underneath A and 
3(dK2KB). Those should be the legitimate use of dollars for the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Chairman Hawkins. Let me go to some of the defenders of the 
opposite point of view. Mr. Bruno, you were the last one. 

Let me ask you whether or not the mere Federal presence in the 
areas that you cited, whether or not that presence is an economic 
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^^^A community which offsets the responsibility that is 

placed on those communities? 

^i"^?,™ Hawkins, in many cases it's economic 
disaster. I would like to take issue with the Assistant Secretary's 
statement on B students and give you an illustration. 

In the city of Portsmouth, Virginia there is a naval shipyard. 
That naval shipyard produces almost 6,000 B students. It incorpo- 
rates a pat portion of the land mass of the city of Portsmouth. 
The payback to the city of Norfolk, because that employer doesn't 
pay any taxes on that property, either, and personal property tax, 
they come up with a deficit. f j' . 

wiSl'^NT^"'' cu-^'u-^*?!?'^ we have a private ship company-the 
S,^? Shipbuilding & Drydock Co., we get a $5 million re- 
imbursement from the shipyard. 

Now, you take a look at the rationale behind the B student, the 
off-base B student, we lose several things. We lose the property tax 
payment, ;ve lose the personal property tax payment, and the folks 
who are military B s go to the commissary and do not pay the AVz 
percent State sales tax. ^ ^ 

. When I talked about the $170 payment, when this program was 
first put t9gether, it was to take care of the local costs, which is 
generally, in our school district, 50 percent, which is about $900. So 

f ^ ' ^ getting $190 for that pupil. 

I think in the B situation we have always misunderstood. Sure, 
that B person is going to pay some real estate property tax, but his 

wf tn/ ""^T^' K^^^""^^ Government, is not paying any tax. 
We would much prefer to have General Electric in our area than 
l-ort iiustis, from the school standpoint, to receive those kinds of 
taxes, bo that s where we are. 

♦ i the last study that was done by the Carter administra- 

tion, the Presidential Commission review, points out very clearly 
with the economic models that were built at that time, that it is 
not to the advantage of the school community to have that kind of 
activity without the Federal Government paying its reimburse- 



NoJtr A ^ ^"'^S"^, ^ ^7^ ^°?^''' built that bomber as 

vi"'"^''^" Rockwell, and you finished your airplane and 
they said. Here, were going to give you 50 cents on the dollar", 
where ;yould you be as a bomber builder? You'd be out of business! 
1 m saying, what s happening to us is we're being put out of busi- 
ness with this program. 

wi^ t^lutn^K^^'f 9h«i™an, I think, you know, that's what I 
was talking about, ihe difference between emotionalism and rheto- 
ric. It I propose that you propose to close a military base, see what 
kind ot congressional response you receive. It is an economic bene- 
i m!i • ''o^l^ypity and we re arguing rhetoric when we start to 
argue it is not. Those people working in those shipyards are paying 
taxes, contributing to their community. There are military basei 
being sought all across this country because they do provide an eco- 
nomic impact. We re engaging in fantasy when we start talking 
about the military people and they're not providing an economic 
benefit where those bases are located. 

If you don't believe that, you have the power, which I don't, to go 
ahead and propose closing some. 
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Mr. Ford [presiding]. Mr. Goodling. 

Mr. GooDUNG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have one comment 
and then one question. 

Fm in a rather embarrassing position, because if I sit on the 
committee and argue for B payments, 2 payments in my district, of 
course, are going to my affluent school districts. My poor school 
districts, of course, don't have any B or A students. I say that 
simply because I don't care whether you send us any impact aid 
money for our B students, but please don't take New Cumberland 
Army Depot or Mechanicsburg Naval Depot away, because if you 
do that, then you've really impacted my district. It is one of the 
most affluent areas. 

My question is, usually when we write legislation or we reau- 
thorize legislation, we work to develop a consensus amongst the 
consumers. Developing a consensus is not easy. Many times we 
think we finally have reached one only to discover later that we 
didn't make it after all. 

Is there a consensus? I haven't seen a proposal as yet. I thought I 
heard some conflicting comments this morning by some of you who 
are testifying. Is there a consensus, to prepare something to reau- 
thorize? Then I may run into trouble, I get the impression, from 
maybe some of the others who are testifjdng. Is there a consensus 
out here? 

Dr. Shipley. Mr. Goodling, my name is Tom Shipley, Executive 
Director of the National Association of Federally Impacted Schools. 

The committee and the staff of the committee has received a pro- 
posal dated March 16, 1987, which has been gone over in great 
detail by all of the members of the executive board of the National 
Association, by the State chairmen of the National Association, 
and by the 40-some districts that Dr. Triplett mentioned earlier in 
his testimony. 

As of yesterday evening, we were able to come to a consensus, 
and this proposal which you have has, in fact, been adopted with 
very few technical details yet to be ironed out. We have an 8:30 ap- 
pointment tomorrow morning and we do not expect any problems 
at all in presenting the unified position and a unified paper to you. 
You have it. 

Mr. GoODUNG. Any other comments? . 

Dr. Triplett. I would only comment that, as Dr. Shipley has 
stated the position, that as a representative of the 43 districts that 
he made reference to, we are in support of the National Associa- 
tion's positions, with a few modifications that we arrived at last 
evening. 

Mr. GooDUNG. And those are the ones that are going to be 
worked out tomorrow morning at 8:30? 
Dr. Triplett. That's correct. 
Mr. Goodling. Thank you. 
I have no other questions. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Davenport, let's see if we can capsulize what 
you're proposing on behalf of the administration for reauthoriza- 
tion. 

You propose that super A's be fully funded, reauthorized and 
fully funded? 
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peJSenfSf Sl^^er" 'or super A's. with 100 

Mr. Ford. What about A's that aren't super A's' 
r.^L^fu'''- ^'^K """^ ^ P"* fo^vard in the last appro- 

Wvi v'o* -^v,^-^ ^u"? P^y""^^* fo'- A's. The problem that 
leaves you with is what economists call a "notch" effect where if 
you lose a few kids, all of a sudden you lose Tlot of money We 
propose a five rate payment schedule, to make the decrease sorn^ 

I can go on a little more. 
Mr. Ford. Where do you start reducing it? 
u^nnlH ^IV' ^""^ ^J^*"f.^ h^^^ 20 to 34 percent A's, it 

^^r. CtoRWiN. We're not proposing the reauthorization of section 

Mr. Ford. No B's? 
Mr. CtoRwiN. No B's. 
Mr. Ford. No super B's? 
Mr. CtoRWiN. No super B*s. 

wht'e yoSsay onVie l?"""'"* ^"''""^ -°--^' 

SD^^Ibnl^'?^ mtt°"A^™'y H"^''^.*''"* ^■^^ Government has a clear re- 

^S^^are dfrJ^tly Sl4^rjh".n ^ school dfstricS 

inai are airectiy atlected by the presence of nontaxable Federal properties. 

Pril SoJi^tf/ ^°"«ft- You mean certain kinds of nontaxable Fed- 
eral properties; you don't mean nontaxable Federal properties? 
Mr. Davenport. Can you be a little bit more clear? "P^"'^^' 

ta^ bSr Jn'?y"u?" """"^'^^^ ^'^'''^ 

Mr. CoRwiN. No, sir. 

Mr. Davenport. No. 

Mr. Ford. And Indian reservations? 
nontexSfe-- to count Indian reservations 

vnl^f" f V^^* '^^"'^^ °f nontaxable Federal property are 
^ Sr fci^l^ '^^'•"'=*ly ^ff^''^ lo'^al school districted 

tJl;Sfo"^^^"-i^'"- Chairman, I think there is a cross here be- 
thP .niSni^r^-'^y 1" othe*- words, the proposal of 

on Tl,2 H ^f f ^ V A studente on this formula, depend- 
prf I nrol^r?^^^^, °^ ^P^':*!*'"- ^ut the statutoiy definition of Fed- 
eral property includes any property that is owned by the Federal 

SrSl^n^ ^^^"^ ^"1 ^5^>j«'=* t° So whether tha 

bu IdlnJ^ S?^/ ^'^^"^' ^ ^A^J^'^ installation, or Federal office 
building, all of these come within that definition-and an A stu- 
dent may relate to any of them. 
Mr. Ford. On page 2: 

be^ro^?d'iH"fnt i^-^T"^ principle that Federal financial assistance should not 
tricrtf educate ?^e^The''°,,^°«^^:?'r'^ *° the schol,! dTs- 

and FerafSrrnln^llTn thSfrirhXrL^^^ ■"^"■■^^^"^ -^'^ " 

9^- f^P 
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That's regardless of the number of B children that are thrust 
upon a school district by the Federal activity? 
Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ford. So while with the A children you attempt to prioritize 
the responsibility by what you consider to be a mathematical 
impact on the school district, being the percentage of the total stu- 
dents in the district who are identified in category A, but with B's, 
no matter how much B impact there is^ there is no Federal pres- 
ence? 

Mr. Davenport. Yes. I stated earlier, Mr. Chairman, there is 
about one-half of one percent of all the budgets across the country 
that represent funds received from the Federal Government on B 
students. Second, as I stated 

Mr. Ford. Are you talking in dollar amounts? 

Mr. Davenport. The total dollar amount of B students that we 
pay out? 

Mr. Ford. No. What is the one-half of 1 percent? Is that people 
or dollars or what? 
Mr. Davenport. That's the dollar amount of their budget, 
Mr. Ford. Why is that? 

Mr. Davenport. That's how little the B students actually consti- 
tute the budget of the 

Mr. Ford. No, that's how little we're paying for B students. 
[Laughter and applause.] 

Now, don't come in here and cut the money for a category and 
then use the money to show that that category doesn't exist any 
more. That's what you're arguing here and that's why these t^yo 
sorts of contradictory public policy statements struck me here in 
your statement. 

You're saying, as a matter of public policy, that assistance 
shouldn't be provided because these children don't provide a signif- 
icant burden to the school districts that educate them? 

Mr. Davenport. That's correct. 

But as I said, Mr. Chairman— and again, we propose and Con- 
gress enacts, so I haven't really cut anything, and neither has the 
administration. 

But let me go back and say 

Mr. Ford. Then you don't particularly care whether we pay any 
attention to your recommendation or not; is that what you're 
saying now? 

Mr. Davenport. I Jiope— that's why I'm going to go on and hope 
that you 

Mr. Ford. What does your statement "we propose and Congress 
enacts" mean? That you hope we won't 

Mr. Davenpo*?t. That all of us together have actually implement- 
ed that, and the inference in your question was that we have done 
this by ourselves, the reduction of the B students. It is not. It is an 
act of Congress, which Congress, in their wisdom, and the Presi- 
dent has sij^ed into the law, that it is all of us together who have 
brought this to the situation we're talking about. 

Mr. CoRwiN. I think our statement on whether or not the B's 
constitute a burden is taken from our understanding of what kind 
of a financial burden having a federally-connected B student in the 
district is, not a weighing of how many B students happen to be in 
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a district or what the statutory entitlements of those B's happens 

tion"SThi^CLf ^*'^\f^°"f. ^> ™^ke up a very small por- 
tion ot the budget for those districts is that most of them aren't 
Srte r *h«y a very small amount of money particu- 
larly the low-rent housing children, as a result F^rtii-u 

Mr. FOKD. That's a C. 

Mr. CtoKWiN. Well, they're counted under 

Mr. FoKD. No, you left them out all together. 
Mr. CtoKWiN. Tossed them out? 

of ttJe taS" !:^* "^.^ ^^'^^ "P' 48.9 percent 

wU?LJ^f^f^ ^ dependents. Now, I'm n^ sure 

Sflr 5f ally means uniformed military or employees of the 
SriSf L^T^' h«a"se of the way the statute il 

Z^!:^' * .employed on" and it is whether it's a civilian em- 
tlJZTJ.I^'^'^ "^f" ^^ "^ °f the remainder wen? to 

li^inS • ''•r'^'*'"^"' then you've got 16.4 percent that went to 
' ni^A^ employees' children. So you tSce the civilian em- 

Sf^fonlL fc^"^"** P."* together with the military, since 
the Defense Department now has 51 percent of all civil ser^ce em- 
ployees of the entire Federal Govemilient, and you hTve1™rce?t 
olXlJi^nf t^P^ ^ "f^f 7 °^ P«°Pl« to support one De- 
pubSrhousfng ^"^^"'"'^"t. And then 7.4 percent to low-rent 

r^S'^J'wJl''® i"^tion in your mind that the amount of low- 
' f 1 ^"^t hy Federal funds in this country has not 
^^J^^Z si^ificant factor in reducing the tax base, while pro- 
Mr^r^iX 5°I"v,-^tf'!i:^'i '*=hool districts across this country? 
^r^ur^^ti } question has been argued out in the lit- 
erature without a very clear 

thhlk?^°"°" ^^^^ literature says. What do you 

er^ G^SImpnYl^' i^^^^ "'f debatable, whether or not the Fed- 
SifiLnt hSn f' by building low-rent housing, has created a sig- 
wSlfvlW^o f"' the municipalities. Generally, the poor persoi^ 
Z^nir the low-rent housing were there and they Weren't gen- 

Zf^iJJZ^^u ^'?y^^y• ^he Federal Government cami in 
and assisted the municipality 

Mr. Ford. What kind of housing do poor people live in that 
doesn't generate any taxation in a school district? 
Mr. CtoRwiN. What kind of housing? Well 

e,.^' °° y?l^ °^ a"y State that exempts poor people 

from paying property taxes? ^ y^yiv 

Mr. CORWIN No. I don't think any State does that. 

;v, ' i"*"^ ^° ""^^^ a statement like you just 
made, that the people were there anyhow and they weren't eener- 
S™"«h money so building Government housing thS pS no 
taxes doesn't constitute any burden? 
Mr. CoRWiN. I think the people were there and I don't think th*. 

SoTtThinklw ^ J?^'* f ''^'"^^^ wL tit"empt But ! 
don t think that the taxes that those people generate tends to b^ 

giormous, given the income levels of tho^ indMduals. Fm t^in| 
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Mr. Ford. Let me ask both of you gentlemen, do you know if any 
discussions have taken place within the administration about the 
fact— for several years you have said the same thing to us about 
impact— that the only children that the Government really has a 
responsibility for are those children who are in any particular 
school district because their parents live and work at military in- 
stallations? Doesn't it therefore follow that, if that is a responsibil- 
ity directly attributable to the maintenance of our national de- 
fense, to the military, that it should be considered like other ex- 
penses of the military? 

Mr. CoRWiN, There have been some discussions like that, but be- 
cause our position has been to continue the three A program 

Mr. Ford. But what has been your position about shifting that 
responsibility from the budget that you're responsible for to the 
budget that somebody else is responsible for? 

Mr. C!oRwiN. I was getting to that. , « 

Because our position has been to continue three A, which in- 
cludes not just military but all the persons living on Indian lands 
and other A*s, although there aren't that many other A's, when we 
have had those discussions with Defense or with 0MB, there has 
been a problem. 

About 65 percent of the A children are connected with the mih- 
tary. The Defense Department probably isn't interested in running 
a program that mainly serves children on Indian land, So maybe 
you would turn that over to the Interior Department, and then you 
would still be left with about 5 percent of the kids who are neither 
military nor Indian lands, and they would have to go someplace 
else. So the problem we have run into is the administrative 

Mr. Ford. But that 5 percent you're just throwing over the side 
with your proposal. 

Mr. CoRwiN. No, we don't want to throw them over the side. 

Mr. Ford. But you not only don't want to fund them; you want to 
deautborize them. 

Mr. CoRwiN. Any persons counted as A's— military, Indian or 
other— we propose to continue funding. So we don't want to throw 
them over the side. We have to pick them up someplace. So we 
have run into an administrative question there of nobody really 
wants to splinter the program into three different agencies and we 
haven't gone anywhere with that proposal. 

Mr. Davenport. Mr. Chairman, I think there would also be a 
question if the district would actually be receiving more money 
under this program than another program that would separately 
just serve military kids alone. 

Mr. Ford. Why would that be? , . 

Mr. Davenport. A district that serves just military kids by itself 
actually, if you look at some of the districts of analysis, you would 
find that their dollars are actually contributed to the general ap- 
propriation budget, and when you add in State and local funds and 
the Federal Government funds, they may at this point be receiving 
more than they would for the students by themselves, separate 
from their program. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Hansen. 

Mr. Hansen. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to make a com- 
ment. Tm the president of our board of education and education is 
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?hL")^f^r^^ ™y business. But I am involved a lot with the 
chamber and also our local area in Bellevue, Nebraska 

econSlmn«nr^rv?^°T this gentleman says that there is no 
SSi?ouSrlrif students For instance, there are 24.000 
Ss Itelief Acf ihii^lif exempted under the Soldiers and Sail- 
ors Keiiet Act. where these people do not pay oersonal nmnprtv 

bSidet' tha/*?)T 5^1 W^^"- ThereTaCTtht^ 

L?^^'^- ^"Plett has handed out on impact aid studtes, 

CW^m^ons ^HoVlf '^"'^l^?" H ^^'^ *at have cS 

Sur^de^oteS Sir ^'"^"^ - addiSStatei 

" Jl ^^^^ ^ category is about as important in manv 

regards as the A category. I don"^t understand howXy can fust 
Sr'' ^ *at. Because ^ wf lik at our 

wo?&/nn^L-f r- Public when we"e 

Thl^^ on this It IS just impossible to continue our district and in 

for tKpS.nHf will probably not exist in oufarea 

^trfe fn^?1f, f^f ^ super B and a super A 

district and I just feel it's an obligation of the Federal Government 

Mr te^fe!",?'?^.^.™. started back in 1950 

Mr. 1 OKD Well. I think I agree with you. But the dichotomy that 
they present here is that the administration is Ki^g tWs strone 
tSAchndren"%*5"* 5^^^^ a recognizable resp'onSbihty "t? 
by Sid thp fnmi'nL^^ responsibilit;y; that is not easy to come 
sLSnH in^fi ought to be left to the 

cln^on people to take care o^ But having come to that con- 

£ iko^f ®^^P!u'!* ^^^^ *at it ought to be taken away 

of the hnH^r.'^l^fJ available within the constrahite 

Sthemtt?J°/hWo^^^^^^^ the funds that are 

OTherwise available for Defense contractors. That's the big differ- 

hp1?X,Il^u'* ^ suggestion-with all of this chest-patting 
£ "i^i" ^ support these children-there hasn't 

fern anf nf * PfPle yet. and there isn't gd^ to 

nfJl ^u ^ of these people at the table, that we really go to a 

direct support for a particular Snd of 
sunno^l^fti ^''^^y' generally we don't provide that direct 
support at the expense of other programs. 

tohfn&^r^'T^ that part of the impact money finds its way 
^PP®** and poor children. That would be expected, since 
W Lnno^'y.P^^'L^^^^^ ^h«" ^* gets to the district and it general! 
wh^K*^ "^^"^^ infrastructure of the district that Provides 
^e??wnn T ^""."'^ ^ he present. And without tharaid! 

S?ped projkm^ ^ ' *° ^^"^ "^^^ ^ ^"'^ *e handi! 

fV,?«!i^-® h®*"® with absolutely no direction coming from 

the administration, because they are totally inconsistent and recoS 
S!„!,Pi'-^^''.P°hcy and then turning away from it. They wint to 
wipe out disaster assistance, which isn't very much until we have 

St^lte^y"^^^^^^^^ JanuaryTf S 

Dr. Kruegeb. Mr. Chairman 
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Mr. Ford. But the special provisions, they've got $10 million in 
here. What is that $10 million for? 
Mr. CoRWiN. That's section 2. 
Mr. Ford. What is that? Tell me about it. 

Dr. Krueger. Section 2 is part of the impact aid program under 
81-874, which compensates the school district for the loss of tax 
revenues due to the acquisition of land by the Federal Government 
and removal from the tax rolls. It has to constitute at least 10 per- 
cent of the assessed value of the districts and had to have been ac- 
quired since 1938. It has to have created a substantial and continu- 
ing burden. 

This particular compensation is without regard to any students 
that may or may not be 

Mr. Ford. That's right. It's a payment in lieu of taxes, isn t it? 

Dr. Krueger. Generally. There is also a need factor. 

Mr. Ford. It has no recognition of whether there are, in fact, 
children there at all. 

Dr. Krueger. That's right. 

Mr. Ford. It can be a national forest with no kids? 

Dr. Krueger. That's right. 

I would like to just comment, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Ford. But you suggest continuing to fund a program that 
may conceivably have no kids to educate and dropping all these 
other people. Now, how does that make sense from an education 
point of view? You're not now Mr. Miller at the Budget Bureau. 
You're here talking on behalf of education. 

As the advocates for education, how do you justify asking for con- 
timed funding for a program that totally disregards the existence 
of school-age children, while suggesting defunding and deauthoriza- 
tion of programs that are packed with existing children? 

Dr. Krueger. I think the administration's position has been one 
given that there are limited Federal resources of where the Federal 
responsibility should be focused. At the same time that we're argu- 
ing that the B child constitutes either no or at least a diminished 
burden—it's been a relatively small part of the budget— J think 
we're also in a situation where, because within a given fixed 
amount of money appropriated for impact aid, any money appropri- 
ated for B's results in a proration of all payments made for regular 
A students. So I think it is, as in most parts of impact aid, and 
from where I sit, we are trying to deal in an equitable fashion with 
the military community, the Indian community, the civilian com- 
munity, the question of if you give to one you take from someone 
else. The question is within the kind of budget limits that we 

Mr. Ford. Doesn't it ever occur to you people ever there that, 
when you get caught with this kind of an inconsistency, that you 
ought to be urging that just as the A's ought to be a Defense De- 
partment responsibility, if we're going to create national wildlife 
refuges and other things that will, because of the acres taken off 
the tax rolls, become a source of income, that there ought to be 
some other branch of Government paying for that and not the edu- 
cation programs under your budget? Don't any of you do anything 
to protect your budget against this kind of a raid? It is totally in- 
consistent to me. 
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wJS^°*12"f P«^a™ that we provide in your budget where 

Chairman, I need to correct one thing that I 
should have spoken up earlier about. "A" students A militerv stu- 
fre^oA'^'.n ^i^it^'^f "dents. A or B. are chSn wK^rente 
?MlS^ wXl^lln*' uniformed services, so it does not delude 
Stl?^ «wll'^n° installations. I think the 

question strategically, you have, if you provide for military* chil- 
dren to be funded from the Defense Department budget Whether 
CTc L^^r"" ^^^^y' duty. uniformedSc^ cWldren 
eSSLt ;?«f .v,'^°^?'^ on mil tary installations; and then, if you 
expect that the adjacent local education agency will operate this 

Ztfh<t 'rSLTr' *"*P^° s^gs on thi^J'Sd^^ 

that those moneys are. in fact, channeled only to those students' 
nf oiu^f superintendent here is going to operate two levels 

of Mhool services in his community. He is going to average this 

A ^L^'^o ''i-*!'"?^? °f federally connected children in super 
tlprfll f!f • "^7 State aid. as they are eSti- 

^n^'lZfu'^^ °' ^^^'^^Y connected child, more 

S/f n^fif^^i'i® spending on those children. It is actually a sub- 
mSte "°"^«derallyK:onnected chUdren by Federal impact L pay- 

ootJf^"^**^^''® ^^"^ critical questions that need to be 

Sf cWinlln^h 7 ^'•l"^* ^th respectto Ty^ 

Mr Fn^ T ? '^^^'^ Contract with the Federal 

nn V « already taken too much time, but I want to ask 

Sr^Hl^°" \^fu^ this. Tell me what in the worldis 

thp 1^ 5 °" "^^^^ the purpose of impact aid is. Is it to pay for 
Slsi^a bSn ^ is it to pay for childrS who 

present a burden to local school districts? Just what is it'' Because 
you're saying two different things here to us 
hoH o rT^*^- ^hen the Congress enacted the law. they 

alW fmSi." ^^^'}^' P^J:^*^^ ^o'- the education of the feder- 
fSl^^^^ ''^iS'"^" That is where almost all of 

b^is KnTf!;^''"' f °^^20 million left that is paid on the 
v^v,oo!?^ u °^ texation. only in districts that have a 

t7 ^^-f^ "??P^*^* because of that land being taken, 
think wp niT^Lil^ ^ appropriate, in those limited instances. I 
u ^P'^etty good job administering it. We haven't had dis- 
I d^n°f "kV"^ into another agency^ suppos^ we coSfd. but 
LvW.L^. fuP??f™ ^* ^here it is. I donVlink you have 
anylwdy at the table who comes frcia a district that gets section 2 

tThaUt «hm,fH ^T'^ i ^^"^^ did. they would concu? 

;ytTn« ^ be reauthorized. I think Mr. Shipley and his organi- 
zation concur with that. "'eam 

t/>^LVrii''^?5"® f mentioned earlier that we want 
mnnt fn^ disaster assistance. We don't. We aren't asking for 
money for it this vear because we have a significant carryover. We 
fnt!> ^qskPtu"^ «^"t $15 million carding over 

io^iin'hJ^lP"'''^^" Y"^ budgeting for disaster assfetalce is 
you can t tell how many tornados and floods you're going to have 
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each year. You budget for so many and maybe there aren't any, 
and then the next year there are twice as many as you expected. 
We expect that that $15 million will take care of our needs in 1988. 
If we need more, we have authority under the Act to borrow from 
other programs. So we don't see a need for additional budget au- 
thority for '88. 

But, once again, we are in favor of reauthorizing section 7, the 
disaster assistance authority, and believe that is an appropriate 
Federal rJe. 

Mr. Ford. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Shipley, how does what they have had to say here about 
their priorities square with the agreement that your association 
has now reached amongst itself? 

Dr. Shipley. The representatives from the Department of Educa- 
tion? 

Mr. Ford, Yes. 

Dr. Shipley. Of course, we don't agree at all, except in the initial 
point about full funding for the A's. 

We have heard this morning a great deal, using the word again 
of "rhetoric", making a very simple and basic issue into a very 
complicated and emotional cause. It is really not. This is not a mili- 
tary program, nor an Indian program, nor a low-rent housing pro- 
gram. It is neither an A nor a B program, civilian or military. It is 
very simple: reimbursement to a local school district for the burden 
levied on ii by the Federal Government, the inability to tax Feder- 
al proper w.es. 

We have in the proposals which we presented, and which has 
been agreed upon by the recipients, said some children are more 
burden than others. The A's, make up the local contribution rate; 
military B's, make up a portion of that; and civilian B's, even a 
smaller portion of that. We recognize immediately, and never in- 
tended to imply, that we were supposed to have the Federal Gov- 
ernment pay for the cost of educating a child. Only that cost which 
we are unable to generate through taxing property owned by the 
Federal Government. 

The conversation about the low-rent housing children is very dis- 
turbing because those are among the highest-cost children that we 
have. We have one of our major '!ities where 130,000 children are 
concentrated into one geographic area, in nontaxable Federal prop- 
erty, which would bring millions of dollars in tax revenue were it 
allowed to float to the tax roll. Even bv a slum landlord's standard, 
he would still be paying taxes on that building. 

Seventy-five to eighty percent of those people are already in 
single-parent families, many of whom are already on public assist- 
ance, and the rest are by our military personnel who are noncom- 
missioned officers, who are living in low-rent housing. These are 
very high-cost children and we are sending them about $25 towards 
the $1,500 that we would generate were we allowed to tax the 
buildings that they live in. 

So I'm sorry the gentleman us " the word "rhetoric" because it 
is flowing both ways We need lots of numbers based on the sheer 
impact of inability to generate taxes. That's what the program is 
about. 

Mr. Ford. Thank you. 
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Mr. Kildee. Mr, Chairman, I apologize for running in anH n„t 

Mr. Davenport Thank you. Mr. Kildee. I am glad to be here 
rJrlj^^^l^r Chairman, ust one point of clarity?! think we must 
emSB that everyone who lives in low-income Using is no^Jn 
employed, that they are also working I wonlH Ur^^ t^uL? u 
weje talking about they're not coSjfbu inT?i th^Tomml^^^^ 

Sre'Si-eVw^nlmf '^^^^^ ^ resentTa™ myself 

ing ^r people, made up mostly of the work: 

thSidf °" ^* ^^""'^ °^<^he table. It came from 

here!"" ^^^''^^^^^^ No. not from this side. We're not saying that 

DiDle'w^hr/rffn'^^" '•ecognize that the vast majority of 

^^ce^^^S?^^t ?rpf ^o'-ki^g poor, dois a dis- 
fnTare SkiSg VJo'Su?Sor ^ -^^-it^ 

tnbution tax-wise, to communities to support schools in thl 

people have, or are unable to support the system to the extent that 

ta\°ctsTh?se*°chnd^^^^^^^^^ 

with a nnmfcf ^'■^ ''ost Only in the fact that they are 

mirSn^h^^V^^^jP^'"^ Of B Students has been totally ignored ^his 
wh^l 3.°? ^ '"""^'"y installation and return E to ?he 

rec^Si^Se^^V,^^^^^^^^^^ iun^^^we have 

;Su?t I'lnT' f *° the actual cost o Sation A^ a 

hfn VA k "^!,"^ districts-mine included, wher^we have 

had to cut back on some of the quality we would like tn nffpr oil 

Share's Sn"'^* '^M^'^ °Jthos^« tha? wc aS able to gef I^^^^^ 
V^u-YI t^ll'i^g about strength of the Nation wl're ritk 
ing about children, and we're talking about quality 
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I appreciate Congressman Ford's inquiry into the B. He obviously 
has an understanding of the needs in the future of this Nation of 
meeting the needs of B students as well as A. 

Mr. Davenport. But, Mr. Chairman, almost every category that 
the superintendent referred to, one would be the Chapter 1 pro- 
gram for disadvantaged students, the migrant education program, 
programs for special education that we provide, programs for 
handicapped children. There is a whole for the vast problems he 
described of why you're funding B students. The Government al- 
ready has a morass of a wide range of programs. 

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we propose this year a $200 million 
increase in Chapter 1. I know you and Chairman Hawkins, Mr. 
Goodlings and others, are proposing a little bit more for Chapter 1. 
I think that recognizes that the vast array of Federal programs we 
have meets almost everything that he described there under B stu- 
dents. 

Mr. Ford. Except that you haven't been listening to your Secre- 
tary. Your Secretary has repeatedly said before this committee 
that when measured against the total cost of operating the Ameri- 
can public schools, the Federal contribution through all these pro- 
grams you just ticked off has never been over 6% percent. It's now 
about 6 percent. So he says they're really not important because 
it's only 6 percent of the money. Except those programs are target- 
ed to specific educational needs, you see, and this is the only pro- 
gram that the Federal Government has had in modern times that 
got away from the original, general support that was in Federal 
policy in the early uays of this country 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, Mr. Chairman, but I also was responding to 
that because the items that the superintendent named were all of 
those which are met by those programs. I was not saying that that 
was the only way that the Federal Government should contribute. 
But I was only pointing it out because every problem that he iden- 
tified was served by one of those programs. 

Mr. Ford. You're the Assistant Secretary for Elementary and 
Secondary Education. 

Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ford. Tell me one of those programs that reaches at least 50 
percent of the eligible children. 

Mr. Davenport. Depending on which figures you use, I would 
say Chapter 1. 

Mr. Ford. It's 50 percent of the children 

Mr. Davenport. For disadvantaged students. Now, I said depend- 
ing on which figures you use. I make that assumption by assuming, 
again, that all disadvantaged students are not in need of education- 
al assistance, so you reduce that number off and I think you get 
down to where we would be 50 or 60 more percent that are being 
served. 

Mr. CoRWiN. The point Dr. Davenport makes is that there are— 
We agree that many children in low-income housing have special 
educational needb, and we agree there is a Federal role there to 
contribute to serving them. It is hard for a lot of people to think of 
those special needs as a federally created burden, so if there are 
many children there who have compensatory education needs or a 

ERLC U 



67 

fJTthi,^"'^*'"" ^"^^^ P'-og^ams that we have 

Mr. Ford Well, that's part of the problem we're having here is 

atroT^-tmTw^-*^^^ P":?^^ " of the^Sm^i! 

sato.y programs that is based on targeting to an educational need 

daS'^nH"^"^' ^^^^ Library If CongS^took at y^r 

date and they say no way do you get 50 percent of the children in 
title I. from your own date. It doesn't sh^ that. And most of thS 
other programs are far lesser percentages 

tiJfngSSfe— '"^^ about 
Mr. Ford. Well, that's obvious in the budeet that vnn oonH „o 

here to us. where you ask for money. ^ 
Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ford. I understand you're not in a policymakine nosition 
but presumably an Assistant Secretary is responS fo? c^rS 
out policy and through you I hope to find out what L iuc™^ 
l,f.^^^^°^^^l^^\^drift because it is not at all clear to me S 
f5L^r*^"L^"^*^'^,""'*«'^ta"ds the essential difference bS 
tw^n the sort of general aid to a school district, generated by tht 

''^"'^'•e". and the specific nids of 

to iSKeV^ifv "'"'^^^ *yP« °f You have 

M P^ are wholly different concepts. 

eaKf3LT.„^^\^^^S^^>^"- What we were alluding to 
fu J^ A T ^ack a little bit earlier, when you're lookini at 

mSlel^'mtlt?^- ^^''^^ ^''^""^ district a pSSSn ! 

maae up--im talking in general now, and there are some pypph. 

thelocaf l^^^^^^ ? °f locaf SntXuSTf 

the local school district, what they can generate by taxine their 
local community; then it is made up of youi Stete aidif thev're 
Federal sSr?'" ''''' '=°'"'""""^' -ade ip^of 'th'l 

butnTvSi' wTflnH"^'?/,? f "^^' ^t!?" add up those contri- 
tr"Sn fs krlir fn across this country the Federal con- 

iriDuuon IS larger in mv,st of those cases than what is beine snent 
on the local school district on their regular student ^ ^ 

Mr. Bruno. No, no. I have to disagree with that. 

Mr. Davenport. Bring out the facts. 

Mr. Bruno. You know, there are 2.000 suoerintendent.! tv,nt 

P^w^**?e^'^r P^'=*"'"^ fo'- the whole nation ^ ^ ^"'^ 

We talked about B students Therp nrp 1 7 miii,-/.« r> j x . 
this Nation, which represent a W I'UceS^^^^^^^^^^^ 
population. To just simply say there ar4just a few of th?L fo?ki 

Kr:^s'°u"oTere of N^Sk wLTowen 

r^SI .1^^ X P h®*^®' ^h®" the fleet comes in, with 20 000 R'^ 
people that turn over in a school division sometimes two or th?^' 
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times. In other words, the teacher with 30 students at the end of 
the year never sees the same 30 students. 

Now, if that doesn't put a burden on a school district that goes 
beyond the regular burden, I don't know what would. 

When we talk about school finance, the absolute perfect situation 
would be that the State would give you 50 percent of your contribu- 
tion, and your locality would pay the other 50 percent. I submit to 
you that if the locality doesn t have any lands to tax, there is no 
way the locality can put up their 50 percent. So what we are faced 
with is for the Federal Government, as Tom Shipley has said, to 
pay their share of that taxation. That's what this is all about. 

We have been to the Secretary of Education, we have been to 
OMB, we have asked for the opportunity for the Department of 
Education, Mr. Chairman, to become an advocate for this program. 
But I think the Department is restricted by the general philosophy 
of this administration, and then tries to make a case based on that 
philosophy. I don't think it's based on facts and figures. 

We admit to you that there may be some isolated instance where 
what Mr. Davenport is saying occurs, where there might be some 
overpayments. But I think within the reauthorization process that 
there ought to be an opportunity to clean that up, and as an asso- 
ciation, we have worked to do that. 

Dr. Vincent. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Davenport. I didn't say isolated case, Mr. Chairman. I said a 
majority of districts across this country. I won't repeat it again, but 
those are the facts. Nothing that the superintendent from Newport 
News mentioned refuted that. 

Mr. Ford, Your Secretary told me a couple of years ago that you 
had 10,000 families that earned Qver $100,000 a year, whose kids 
were getting their college education paid for by the Federal Gov- 
ernment—and Tm still waiting for the list. Maybe you could give 
me a list of what you say is a majority of school districts— what are 
we talking about, maybe 33,000? Could you maybe come up with 
500 or 1,000 for us? Could you just come up with some basis for this 
statement you have made now three times on the record? 

Mr. Davenport. We can pull out some examples of this. We 
don't have 

Mr. Ford. Well, don't give us isolated cases because 

Mr. Davenport. No, not isolated cases, but enough that would 
be 

Mr. Ford. Let's get a sample that shows that it might lead you 
toward the conclusion that it represents a majority. 
Mr. Davenport. Right. We can pull out a sample of that. 
Dr. Vincent. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ford. We have to get cn with the other members who 
haven't had an opportunity to ask questions. You will have a 
chance during their time to respond. 

Mr. Hayes. 

Mr. Hayes. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for having pity on us up 
here, for giving us an opportunity. . . 

As you know, I come from Chicago and represent a district that 
is very poor, I think we have the largest number of federally 
funded public housing developments of any district in the whole 
United States, with the possible exception of one district in New 
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York. I certainly want to say to Dr. Shipley that vou aren't ii«t 

''''' thrsiUtvs ifSiJtiTn 

I will direct my questions to you, Dr. Davenport Thev mav bP 

'r''?' " ™'i understand what i^5^ct iS^'uS, to 
Mr. Hayes. You don't believe it' 

Mr H^^^?'"''• ^A%t'\^^ stating that for 

Mr. Hayes. I would hke to invite you out some time to visit some 

Mr. DAvraiPORT. They may be in need, but it is not because of 

h.'ce'lltntowlr^l"^^^ ^ i^^' "dmSSon' 

bS^euS^H wi^" proposing to this C!ongress that the B's 
DC eliminated, because every administration has found that there is 

"Mr "S^ri^ZuvtV'''.? *° tie SLSl d£rK 

veS S?Tow rStT^^ appropriations act of the last several 
JnSpm/n/ payments have been at 15 percent of 

entitlement. That is a very small amount per child. So our feeline 
there-and almostall, of course, of the low^rentTusiSg plymentl 
Zul':r^t^!{ ^ thatKScI 

ter finTth/±'1 " i^^^T^ °^ the iSTorChl^ 

Stl "^5^*6 poorest school districts, such as your own, to take up 
quite a bit of the slack, maybe more of it, that way throueh a nro 
gram that is directed at meeting the needs of thoU kiS who have 
significant educational disadvantages 

lot^f Mr. Hayes, I would just point out that I spent a 

Ifetime, as you know, in the greater north side-wfused 
to call It the greater north side when I was growing up which Is 
now Old Town, and a lot of the other time over KeatTr south 
Shv S T'' '^\^'^ "greater"' I donrquke know 

ffil w -.w^ ^ -ryf. ^^""^^ "O'-th and greater soutL So I am 
familiar with the situation you describe theri in Chicago 

statem?nTo?th?l.°or'*^^"* of Education is propoing the rein- 
siatement ot the $5,000 minimum payment for determinine eliriblp 

tmwhZ IK* "^H* fiscaTearl !982 o 

J • TKol" requirement was reinst tuted, when it was institut 

impact aid. ''^^^ bTame iSige for 

S^^OOfTrlllnfmni*"'*' """."^'^ ineligible for impact aid if the 

$5,UUU minimum payment requirement is reinstated? 
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Mr. Davenport. Approximately about 700. The average pay- 
ments to the districts, Mr. Hayes, are about $2,000. 

Mr. Hayes. What would be the effects on various categories of 
impacted school districts if the money that would have gone to dis- 
tricts with less than the 5,000 minimum payment were redistribut- 
ed to other eligible districts? 

Mr. Davenport. We would have approximately $1.5 million to 
redistribute to other districts. 

Mr. Hayes. How much? 

Mr. Davenport. $1.5 million approximately. 

Mr. Hayes. Has the Department of Education's contracted stud- 
ies on heavily impacted districts and other impact aid funding by 
wealth of districts been completed, and if so, what ware those re- 
sults? 

Mr. C!oRWiN. For the past few years we had special case studies 
done of five heavily impacted districts. To summarize the results— 
maybe it would be more appropriate to put in a fairly detailed 
summary in the record. 

The districts were Highland Falls, N.Y.; Bellevue, NE; Bourne, 
MA; Douglas, South Eakota; and Randolph Field, Texas. 

Would you like me to run down that or put a description in the 
record? , 

Mr. Hayes. Put it into the record, I think. I don't want to take 
the time now. 

How much time do you think it would take to run it down? 

Mr. CJoRWiN. Oh, 10 minutes or so. I don't know; 5 minutes or so. 

Mr. Hayes. No, no. 

Mr. C!oRWiN. I would be happy to put it in the record. 
Mr. Hayes. All right, put it into the record. 
[Material retained in subcommittee files.] 

Mr. Hayes. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I have three questions from 
my colleague who was unable to be here. Congressman Williams, to 
be directed toward Mr. Buzzard. 

Hoarding the distribution of the 75/25 percent excess, am I cor- 
rect in understanding that your organization supports the distribu- 
tion formula which would allow for those districts with the highest 
percentage of impaction to receive a higher amount of those excess 
funds than districts with lower percentages of impaction? 

Dr. Buzzard. Yes. The distribution formula would take into ac- 
count the degree to which the district was impacted in terms of 
percent of federally connected kids, yes, sir. 

Mr. Hayes. Have you developed a formula for that kind of a dis- 
tirbution? 

Dr. Buzzard. I have not. 

Mr. Hayes. Do you expect to? 

Dr. Buzzard. I expect someone to. I don't know who that person 
would be. 

That is one of the things I wanted to mention earlier, that I 
wanted to make sure was understood, and that is that we believe 
the percent of impaction is an important consideration when you're 
talking about schools that are heavily impacted. We did not have 
such a distribution formula developed. 

Mr. Hayes. I would like to request, Mr. Chairman, that the sub- 
committee staff be instructed to work with the National Associa- 
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tion of Impacted Schools in developing such a formula Mv maW 
concern is that there be a formula dfvdopU S e^^^ 
o?S^if"^ distributed under the 75/25 pe^SnrKubyou hJve 
S^hft ^ distributed in such a way i S 

fw. u * ^^^^ distncts with a high percentage of inoa^ 

fw equitab e distribution of funds to addr^ thTfart 

Dr. BuzzARa Thank you, Mr. Hayes. We appreciate that 
Mr. Hayes. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. ^^"^^^^ 

X^^'^^- I did have one comment to make, and that was 
H^n^w asked about unaniS&,Tmight ml^ 

tion that we did participate in the National ASciaSs teil 
force, and with the kinds of stipulations that ConSSiZ H^e^ 
P".* Pi' are very, I guess, co'mfortable with it fr^ th^ 
pomt that we recognize there is limited funds. ^ 
v,oloTir ^ say that those of us wlyo serve Indian kids do not 
have the same confidence that the Dep^ent of Interior wiU t^e 
care of our bds as the Department of Defense may or othe^TSo^e 

S^rt'U^a^ wfTont^ '"^"^t ^^""^^ the vaJior Sit^ente 
a^ix, Decause we don t have the same confidence in the Deoart- 
ment of Interior that others may have in the DepSment of 

th^l'«jTvB!'"p^ 5f®" * substantial shift, has there not, over 

omo^^t^t tt "® * P*"^ the State public school system ai 
oppos^ to the Interior reservation schools? 

Mr ^Vu '^^ °f Indian Affairs has 

two [y^"o Jc^l? ""'^ °^ I"*"^ children in the 

thS: Uo?fSoS°"^'^'"^' ^ ^'^'^ 0" 

Bureru"of1nrfiJ?n*A*^^- ^P^^^^nt of the Interior, through the 
«f It u • Affairs, has attempted for many yeprs to get out 

effort' """""^ °^ "^"'^^^"^ £ ?onthiSn? thSt 

alScJ)^? m!"mtej'i"'*T l^d«,were also educated in parochi- 
«nmf^^> ^.""™ber of those have also gone by the way as the eco- 

Mr. Ford. We think it's a ratio of about 2 to 1. 
Dr. Buzzard. Sir? 

«nJ!S;; °; *hink it-s a ratio of about 2 to 1. Ctould you eet 
Tn thS,X?± /"t^'-^ti^gly. there are a nuiS of^^^^e 
TnHiol ^'■^ concerned about the education of the 

Indian children who have been left behind by all this tSk of the 
oth^ super A's and the rest of it. There aren't veorTan7mil tar? 
bases represented on this committee, but there are a loHf ™dS 
ersof the American Indians on the committee. 

J c^^^^- Congressman, I will see what I can do to set ths*t 
kind of information available to you. i can ao to get that 
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Mr. Davenport. Mr. Chairman, it's 90 percent of the Indian stu- 
dents that are in public schools in the country. 
Mr. Ford. Ninety percent. 
Mr. Davenport. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hayes. Could I raise just one more question in reference to 
the B students and the B payments. 

To what extent will the elimination— and I direct this to my good 
friend from Chicago— to what extent will the elimination of B pay- 
ments reduce per pupil expenditures or require additional local 
funding in B districts? Have you made any determination of that? 

Mr. Davenport. About one-half of 1 percent of the budgets of the 
districts is from B payments, so we don't believe it would be any 
sigtficant adjustment of any budget across the country. 

Mr. Hayes. Hiank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Richardson. 

Mr. Richardson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am especially pleased that Dr. Vincent and Dr. Buzzard are 
here, because I have a heck of a time representing the largest 
Indian district in the whole country, getting my views and the 
views of the constituency across, especially as you said, to the De- 
partment of the Interior. They have a very interesting proposal, a 
BIA "swimmer" proposal, I'll call it kindly, and it literally deci- 
mates the program. And now with th:s impact aid proposal, I don't 
know if perhaps the Indian children aren't the most adversely af- 
fected. I think they are. 

I would like to just ask Dr. Vincent a series of questions, and I 
know we're under the five minute rule. Dr. Vincent, I would like to 
ask you if you feel the present Federal funding meets the costs— 
that s question one. And question two is. Could you be more specif- 
ic concerning the problems that exist when authorized and expend- 
ed funds aren't the same? ^ ^ 

In your testimony you also mentioned a rigid accountability ^ 
system for some of the Indian special eduction programs. I would 
like to know what specifically do you mean by that. 

Dr. Vincent. Yes, Congressman. There's about three or four 
questions in there, and if I miss one, I'm sure you'll remind me. 

In the authorization, for example, in ours— and we do educate 
more Native American students in our particular district than any 
single school district in the United States, so we are particularly 
sensitive to that particulr question. What we have calculated under 
the present funding is that, for the students who live and the par- 
ents who are on the super A's, we would be generating approxi- 
mately $1,500 per student. But yet the State authorizes approxi- 
mately $2,100 per student. So what we're saying here is, in this 
case, the taxpayers of New Mexico are making up the difference in 
that cost factor. Dr. Davenport was talking about the districts 
where there is more money being generated. That is certainly not 
true in our situation. 

Second, we were discussing the fact about percentages. In our 
particular district, and the relat unship to the BIA private and con- 
tract schools that we have, our particular district is growing at the 
rate of about two to three percent a year, and in our determination 
of accountability of the students, the majority of those students are 
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"s£S'Tr?.;o2l^tW ^lir^ mentioned, under the 

ofXd^nte te Ufe ^^'t gfenerate a greater movement 
oi stuaenK to our district next year, just out of the verv fact that 
there is discussion about closiiig thSse schools-not cTosS hSt 
turning tfiem over to the tribal entities or to the pSblic Sis So 
'^rAl^'Sl^'P^^f T''^ to have more students 
n«} J?? 1 <=o"t"bution at this time is not supporting the edu- 
o mT^' P**Pl^ New Mexico and th^ fflcte who 

lurtner m terms of the local funding source, or bv theStat^ Wa 

a rather uniU cat5?ry^ 
iTfhl^^^^J^ *he full benefit 5f thatTidinJ 

^P®*^^ ^^^an special education students we 

reallv are compounded by three areisTWe have the State fundW 
for t&ose students; we have the EHA Part B 941427whSh is^ a^^^ 

"t^!^''- ^""'^-^ we have another 
S?Sfe inTrttife L^tSrabl^ ^'^^^"^^^l^ 

A.Joifil?*?^^'^*^ students, where we have Native 

Amencan students as well as other students, mostly Ajielo or H^f^ 
panic studente, m that Indian special ed prS?S T?l problem 
t^^^nf ^"'^^'^ "-^^ "8id accWntability t^f^e're hdd to S 
tenns of, under the impact aid, of spending that money S iSie 
^ w"W? i* °"ly those students who falHnto thSt caS 
serve tne students in tnat system if the funding under the {mnacf 

ta^oi^^Tjlf^'' f""'*^"^' LTSL creSffor 

mar, or It in some way we could have a less ririd svstem nf an 

S^^&n^^ """^'^ rifly *at wTa^^TctSrserliS 

at The newTiZhi ^hS'i fw^t^ ^T' ^Wpley. I have looked 
ai me new tormula that I think you have proposed and whilp T nm 
sympathetic to vour objectives and I think g^ nrSiS^ 

from what I untferstand-and this is very preliminaMv nS 
Amencan population, my State, is not doing a hecRf a"ot bItS 
under your proposal than we were in the past. 

t7Jn^°l^„^'^' ^'n« ^ also ^,tV^ 

o^^-k^™^^- y^V,''"® j"^* imagining it. They are totally unfound- 
S^^n of the^categori^s, in ?time when we 

are fully funded, to receive 100 percent of their entitlemenr It savl 

iwav wA^r M*^^ P'^^^hly "ot be fully funded riSt 

away, we should pay over a period of three pay steps What is dSs 

eivL^SL ""'"'•^ a hold-harmfes^, s??hat no one 
tf^lf} than they are presently receiving. So if there is no addi- 
tiona money, the money is distributed in exactly the ime way 
Aat It prwentlv is. But, if there is any additional money ^hen ft 
f^SelS^A^c^^^^ ^--ly ™P«' ted districts^'i^^JpS & 
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I think these gentlemen who have been in on the committee, the 
Indian communities have been represented. There were Indian su- 
perintendents on the committee, and they are here in the audience. 
I think they would respond to that, if you like. Perhaps Marvm 
would. , „ J 

Mr. Richardson. Dr. Vincent, you do it first, and then Buzzard, 
because you're my constituent. [Laughter.] 

Dr. Vincent. All right. Thank you. 

Congressman, I have not had the opportunity to read the propos- 
al, so I cannot directly comment in that area, so I may have to 
defer to Mr. Buzzard. _ _ , 

Dr. Buzzard. C!ongressman, even though I m not a New Mexico 
resident, I do believe I am a constituent of all you gentlemen be- 
cause you certainly make decisions concerning us. 

I share somewhat your concern, but one of the things that was 
part of the discussions— and there were lengthy discussions con- 
cerning this— was the fact that the political support for the pro- 
gram cannot continue if people are dropping off, getting pushed out 
of the boat, so to speak. So one of the discussions that took place 
was, if we're going to continue to try to provide at least some level 
of funding for folks like Dr. Bruno, then someone else was going to 
have to give us something. This proposal, I think, represents, I 
guess, the best that we feel we could do under the current situation 
with limited funding. , 

The intent is to protect us at current levels of funding. Ot courae, 
that does not take into account increases in costs. It does set aside . 
75/25 percent split if we go into pay two, and also with the ques- 
tions that Congressman Hayes raised, it would also guarantee that 
the percent of impaction would be one of the factors used to deter- 
mine how much money a district would be getting. So that while 
we may be taking a hit, it may not be the same hit as someone 
else. 

Mr. Richardson. The worry that I have, I have an area in the 
north where the children are educated through bilingual, where 40 
percent of the dLstrict is Hispanic. The concern I have is that I 
want to make sure that the Federal impact quota is protected, that 
you're not depriving the flexibility for the State which is also inter- 
ested in another heavily-impacted population, the Hispanic, that it 
is going to deprive that flexibility to the State. T]iat is more of 
what Fm getting at. . „ , ,_ , ^ i 

Dr. Shipley. There's no real response to it. You re absolutely cor- 
rect. We had that same concern for the civilians, for the military, 
and for the Indian population. In a time of decreasing funds, it 
simply becomes impossible to address. 

One of the things that we have been very concerned about is that 
the State of New Mexico and the other six States which are equal- 
ized are not doing anything to help us see that impact aid is, in 
fact, fully funded. And yet, when the money is gone, they, in fact, 
complain about it. So we need the support from your State as well 
as from you here in Washington, to help see that it's fully funded. 
That's the only answer to the problem. 

Mr. Richardson. Well, if we have further problems, I m sure 
technical amendments can correct the formula, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CoRwiN. May I respond to something, Mr. Richardson? 
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Early on you stated that you had a fear that our proposal, the 
proposal of the administration, would most affect the Indians. 
Under the current impact aid statute, all persons living on Indian 
lands are treated as A's and, in fact, those persons receive sort of a 
surplus, an additional payment of 25 percent on top of the regular 
A payment. We don't intend to change either of those two things. 
So, in fact, our proposal to eliminate the B payments would have 
really virtually no impact on Indian children. 

Another point on what Mr. Vincent said, about the special educa- 
tion payments, for children who receive special ed, there is a 50 
percent increase. That is accompanied by some administrative re- 
quirements which predate 94-142, and they are somewhat different 
than 94-142. In our deliberations on our bill, it looked to us like it 
made sense to make them more consistent, to ease the administra- 
tive burden. We are happy to work with you on that. 

Mr. Richardson. Would you like to conclude, because I think my 
20 minutes are up. 

Dr. ViNCTNT. We would be very pleased to see any movement in 
that direction. We would urge in New Mexico, while we have all 
the talk about the funding and the level of funding and how impor- 
tant it is, that if some of the administrative function could be ad- 
justed, it could ease. We talked about the ADA, for example, as 
well as the special ed. In some of these areas it's just a matter of 
movement in the law that would allow us to administer the funds 
much more easily. 

Also we talked about the investment. The fact that earnings on 
investments of Federal moneys has to be used for our capital 
outlay creates a burden on us. It is a very difficult situation for us 
to use those funds to actually meet the needs of students. We think 
those movements could greatly ease the burden. 

Mention was made earlier about the Chapter 1 anJ the categori- 
cal money for some of the students in New Mexico, for example, 
Hispanic and Native Americans. I can't speak for the whole State, 
but I can speak for our district We have already, because of antici- 
pated cuts and movement in the Chapter 1 area, eliminated pro- 
grams in all of our high schools in order to preserve the programs 
at the mid-schools. If the anticipated cuts continue, which is the 
word we're getting now, then we will be eliminating our Chapter 1 
remedial programs at the mid-school level the following year. So 
we are really being double-whammied. 

Mr. Davenport. Mr. Chairman, there is nothing we're doing 
here in Washington, DC, that is responsible for that. I know we 
have requested an increase in Chapter 1 funds, so that is a problem 
out oif our control, if he is being reduced in Chapter 1. 

i would like to have Dr. Krueger respond. 

Dr. Krueger. I think it needs to be on the record that the re- 
quirement in New Mexico, that interest earned on impact aid 
funds be used for capital outlays, is not a Federal requirement. It is 
a State requirement. States create coterminous districts; States 
create laws that call for deannexation if tax rates reach certain 
limits. A number of the problems that the gentleman has cited as 
being peculiar to their States are State-imposed. I think there is a 
responsibility for State legislatures to look at those issues and see 
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whether they can't remedy some of the problems that they've cre- 
ated. 

Mr. Richardson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Ford. Mr. Vincent, you said something a little while ago 
that piqued my curiosity. You said that you were an equalized dis- 
trict and that affects your impact aid money? 

Dr. Vincent. Well, it affects us at the district level, Mr. Chair- 
man, in terms of being an equalized State. Then the State takes 
credit for 95 percent under the formula for that funding. That is 
what we're referring to there. 

Mr. Ford. What's an equalized State? 

Dr. Vincent. It means the formula is generated at the State 
level that guarantees a funding level to the students throughout 
the State, that it restricts then the use of any local money for the 
operation or funding of the schools. For example, in the next fiscal 
budget in New Mexico next year, it just passed that the level of 
funding per student is set at $1,689 per student. Then there is some 
basis on which some students get 1.25 of that, while others will 
only get 0.5 or 0.75 of that. 

In the equalized formula, then, it is not permissible, under the 
law for us— for example, in the Gallup district— to say we'll go out 
and raise two or three mils for local support, because immediately 
the State, if you do, takes essentially 95 percent of that local fund- 
ing and applies it to the formula and redistributes that money 
throughout the State. 

Mr. Ford. Then, in effect, the impact money that goes into New 
Mexico becomes a part of the State budget? 

Dr. Vincent. Yes, 95 percent. 

Mr. Ford. When did we let them do that? 

Dr. Vincent. I defer to Dr. Davenport. 

Dr. Krueger. Mr. Chairman, section 5(dX2) of the impact aid 
statute, 81-874, gave the States thai, that provided a high level of 
equalized support for students. There are certain complicated 

Mr. Ford. How many of them are there? 

Dr. Krueger. There are seven at the moment. Michigan is one. 

Those States are allowed, by reason of their assuring that a cer- 
tain level of support is available to every student in the State from 
equalized State or local funds, to reduce the State aid payment 
made to those districts in proportion to the level of equalization. So 
the impact aid payments remain the same. The general condition 
for receipt of any impact aid money is that an applicant district 
has to be treated by the State in the same manner it would be 
treated if it were not an applicant district, with the exception pro- 
vided in 5(dX2). So this is a provision in the impact aid statute in 
an attempt to try to, if a State is attempting to equalize the sup- 
port for children throughout the State, for Federal impact aid pay- 
ments not to disequalize that or create 

Mr. Ford. Well, how does a State establish that it's equalized? 
You said Michigan was one of them? 

Dr. Krueger. Well, the State may 

Mr. Ford. We have no equalized State 

Dr. Krueger. Every State has a certain foundation program or 
level of State support. If that State aid is provided to all students 
across the State, that money is, in essence, equalized. It is equal for 
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every student. If there are certain required levies that every dis- 
trict must make that generates a certain amount of revenue, that 
may also be equalization. So we look 

Mr. Ford. When you say equalization, you're saying that as long 
as the money comes out of the State pot, is distributed equallv to 
all the school districts «i ^ w 

Dr. Khueger. Suppose, for example, in theory, that a State decid- 
ed to fund the elementary and secondary education of all students 
at the same per capita level. It would be 100 percent equalized 
then. All students receive the same amount of money. 

Mr. Ford. But that hasn't happened in my State. 

Dr. Krueger. Well, some are approaching that. 

Mr. Ford. It's not even close. 

Dr. Krueger. Well, some States 

Mr. Ford. It's not even close within my congressional district. 
Dr. Krueger. I didn't say Michigan, sir. 

Mr. Ford. I thought you said it was one of the equalized States. 

Dr. Krueger. It is one. Michigan provides 

Mr. Ford. Well, how do they qualify as an equalized State when 
Dearborn spends twice as much money as the State average for 
their kids? 

Dr. Krueger. Well, the State education agency of Michigan certi- 
fies to us moneys which are provided from either State funds or re- 
quired m a uniform fashion for LEA's to generate, and that sur- 
passes the threshold established in the statute and the regulations. 

Ur. Shipley. You can spend more, Mr. Ford. You just have to 
come up to a certain standard. 

Mr. Ford. That one slipped by us here. That must have been a 
part of Gramm-Latta, wasn't it? [Laughter.] 

Dr. Krueger. No. It dates back into the -seventies. 

Dr. Vincent. If I may, Mr. Chairman, it doesn't work exactly the 
same, for example, in New Mexico, and it needs some Federal at- 
tention in terms of the regular funding as versus the special educa- 
tion funding. In our district, for example, where the State takes 
credit for 95 percent, we get five percent, which is roughly $600,000 
over and above the per pupil allocation. 

In the special education area, the impact is different and the 
money that the State takes credit for is different. In that particular 
area, we are allowed to keep perhaps 30 percent more. So there is 
some discrepancy there that we think needs to be investigated. 

We would like to see, of course, in our own particular area, be- 
cause of the unique needs of our students, we would like to see us 
be permitted and encouraged by the Federal Government to keep a 
greater proportion of that funding. 

Dr. Krueger. The point is that in every equalized State, in 
granting equalization authority, the statute specifically prohibits 
the State from offsetting its State aid from the amount of money 
that IS received in terms of the 50-percent increment for handi- 
capped children. That money is, in essence, categorical. It has to be 
used by the recipient for special programs and services benefiting 
handicapped children, and the State is precluded, again by statute 
and regulation, from reducing State aid for those funds. 
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Dr. Shipley. Of course, this problem is recognized by the propos- 
al, the National Association's reauthorization proposal, and has 
been addressed in that document. 

Mr. Ford. How do you address it? 

Dr. Shipley. Well, we are hopmg that the new legir' tion will 
say to the State that you may not consider any portion of the 25 
percent Indian supplement, the 50 percent handicapped supple- 
ment, the 3(dX2XB), nor the section 2, as part of your equalization 
program; that those are specific moneys for specific problems, 
aimed at specific problems by the Congress of the United States, 
and should not be touched. 

We are considering also whether or not to put in the five percent 
or any amount which would deal with administrative costs because 
it is the local school district that has to go through that unbearable 
survey of those cards and the application and that whole business, 
and they don't receive anything from that. But there has been 
some talk that it is not our place to tell the States the costs of ad- 
ministering the program, that that sh- uld be locally negotiated. 

There are seven States, and, unfoitanately, yours is one of the 
newest and one of the most cumbersome. 

Mr. Ford. I am informed from my State department that if we 
eliminated it, they would not make much of a complaint about it. 

Dr. Shipley. It would be the bt^st thing that could happen to you. 

Dr. Krueger. I would point out, sir, that this is not something 
imposed on the States. Some States which could qualify for the 
5(dX2) equalization offset authority do not apply. A State depart- 
ment of euucation decides 

Mr. Ford. But you make the determination as to which States 
qualify, don't you? 

Dr. Krueger. Ag^'nst objective dollar figures provided by the 
States. 

Mr. Ford. Would you submit for the committee a memorandum 
on the criteria you use for making that determination and how it 
was applied in the case of the seven States, with particular refer- 
ence to what proportion of the money running a local school dis- 
trict comes from the State as opposed to local tax efforts? 

Dr. Krueger. Yes, I would. 

Mr. Ford. It surprises me, because even in my State, which is 
one of the better ones in many ivays, it is never as much as 50 per- 
cent coming from the State government. 

Dr. Krueger. Our procedures call for the SEA to request this au- 
thority. If we examine the data and find the States eligible, we are 
required and do notify every impact aid applicant. We have 
had 

Mr. Ford. That shouldn't have been hard in Michigan. You only 
have two. 

Dr. Krueger. And those have contested Michigan's authority in 
both before an administrative law judge hearing and in the district 
court, and the litigation has been adverse to the claims of the one 
area of the Bark River schoo' system. 

Mr. Ford. Please give us a breakdown of the criteria that is used 
to determine that. 
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• ^^T' "°"^y the school districts, we provide 
that analysis to each applicant district. We would be glad to orc^ 
vide you with the notification we made to each of the Stetos. ^ 
Mr. Ford. Thank you very much. 

adiLfrn^^rv,"^^ ^^""tu^ so this is a good time to 

acyourn the hearing this morning. 

Dr. Shipley. Thank you, Mr. Ford. 

r^if-I^^P","' ^* ^^y^P P-™- the subcommittee was adjourned 1 
[Additional material submitted for the record follows-] 
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STATHttNT OP SGT. MAJOR C. A. (MACK) MCKINNEY, USMC (RET 
I^IStATIVB COUNSEL 
NOK COMMISSIONED OPPICERS ASSOCIATION OP TDE DSA (NCOA) 



Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Me-bets of the Subco»»ittee- 
The Non commissioned Officers Association of the USA (NCOA) 
advocates the extension or reauthorization of Public taw 81-874, 
faction 3, for « least another three (3) years, or October 1, 

section 3 is commonly referred to as "Impact Aid" Its 
purpose, in part, is to provide funds for operating ex^nses 
payable to school districts for the cost of educating children 
-ho reside and/or have parents working on federal property or are 
in the uniformed services. 

NCOA has much more than a casual interest in this program. 
Eighty-three (83) percent of its more-than-17B members are on 
active duty with the United States Armed Poices. Those with 
dependent children of school age are or will be influenced by 
impact aid funds. Most of all, they will be affected by the 
decision Of this subcommittee whether to extend the legislation 
necessary to insure there will be no erosion in the future 
quality of education for their children. 

i"'«"t in impact aid goes back to the Nixon 
Administration, when it withheld authorized and appropriated 
funds, a number of schools threatened to shut their doors to 
-lUtary children. One went so far as tc turn them out when they 
had only a few weeks to go to graduate from high school. 

NCOA protested to the White House and Members of Congress 
Subsequently, the funds were released and distributed, thereby," 
saving the day for many concerned parental servicemembers and 

-1- 
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spouses. 



In the last years* the Reaqan Administration has nade every 
attenpt to reduce iapact aid, going so far as to seek abolishment 
of Category B funds paid to school districts which educate 
children of parents working on federal property but residing in 
the civilian community. Again* Congress, to its credit* has 
ignored the Administration's request and funded the partial 
payments for both Categories A and B. 

During these years* schools facing losses in fu.ids either 
threatened to bill service families for tuition or close their 
£ootn to military children. The federal government has 
successfully sued some school districts* winning a decision that 
public schools must accept and educate military children residing 
within their district boundries. But* regardless of that ruling, 
no one can expect these school districts to expend local 
taxpayers* monies to educate children of service families who may 
add very little if anything tc the local tax base. 

Most military personnel are transient in nature. Their 
average stay in one locale is three (3) years. They will* for 
the most, utilize military facilities for their health and 
recreational activities* and for purchases of food, clothing and 
many household needs. Even those residing off-base* contrary to 
the Administration's opposing statement* use installation 
facilities to save on services and purchases. 

There's no surprise here since most servicemembers are in 
the lower-enlisted grades* have had their pay increases capped 
every year for the past 5 years* and that pay is now some 9 
percent behind comparable civilian wages. They need to utilize 
military-sponsored facilities in order to stretch budgets to fit 
their pocketbooks. 

Congress* in 1951* recognized the need to provide financial 
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assistance to local schools distiicts on which tho presence of 
military personnel caused a strain on their budgets. That need« 
as far as can be determined by VCOA, has not diminished over the 
ensuing years. If anything the demand has increased as more and 
more servicemembers become parents of school-age children. 

Kegretfully/ since 1969/ funding of impact aid to assist in 
the education of more than half a million military children has 
fallen below program costs. Entitlements, therefore* have been 
prorated. 

Although NCOA urges Congress to continue to authorize and 
appropriate the necessary funds to pay impact aid at the highest 
possible level, it is most important that the reauthorization of 
the program be adopted this year. 

Perhaps* our summation is wrapped up in a 1985 House report 
on that year's education bill. It read in part: "School 
districts have been forced to attempt to charge tuition for 
military dependents* to borrow funds* to apply to the Department 
of Defense to take over the entire educational responsibility... 
and to watch the quality of education erode In their schools." 
As a result* the military cannot attract and retain quality 
personnel without the guarantee of free, quality education for 
their children. That guarantee, along with one more viable step 
to insure that this Nation enjoys the best defense posture in 
manpower readiness* cofnes in the impact aid program. Thus, NCOA 
strongly supports and urges the program's reauthorization. 

Thank you. 



-end- 
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NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 



MARV HATWOOO rUTRCtt Ptn>4«ft 

man cciccR, Vic« Pfe».«j*fjt 

ROXANNt £ BRADSMAW, $«cfe<«ry TrMSurer 



March 31, 1987 



Honorable Augustus Hawkins, Chairman 
House Education and Labor Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Hr. Chairman: 

On behalf on the National Education Association, a national organization of 1.8 
minion education professionals and support personnel, I appreciate this 
opportunity to present to the Committee in written form the concerns of NEA 
relative to the reauthorization of the Impact aid program. 

NEA strongly supports the early reauthorization of this critical federal 
education program by the Congress. As you know, the purpose of the impact aid 
program since its inception over 30 years ago has been to offset the impact of 
federal activities and federally owned tax-exempt property in local school 
districts. This the program has effectively accomplished despite a chronic lack 
of adequate funding and repeated attempts to abolish It. fingress has rightly 
acted to protect the continued operation o' this program which is so important to 
the operation of local school districts across the United States. We urge the 
Cownlttee to continue to defend this program by reauthorizing and strengthening 



It fS inipurtafit to be bware thdt impact aid is unique atnung federal proarams. 
Impact aid represents the fulfillment of a federal financial responsibility to 
certain local school districts. Local districts with federal property within 
their boundaries are hampered in their ability to generate local revenue by the 
tax exempt nature of that federal property. Frequently, that same property 
provides an additional burden for the local school district by resulting in the 
presence of additional children of federal and federally connected workers. 
Under these circumstances, or any like situation where the presence of federal 
activity of federal tax-exempt property places an extra burden on local school 
districts, the federal government has a clear responsibility and a duty to 
fund the districts to offset the federal impact. 

Unlike other federal education programs, where a funding cutback can mean fewer 
children being served by federal programs, cutbacks in impact aid funding can 
mean local districts having inadequate funds to even operate schools. Clearly, 
the federal government cannot— and must not—fail to live up to its fiscal 
responsibility to these impacted school districts. For that reason, the 
Cownittee should ensure that the reauthorization provides adequate funding for 
all categories of students in federally impacted school districts. 
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Unlike most o t he federal education programs. Impact aid Is not forward funded. 
There Is often 11tt1e advance notice to affected local districts of how m>ch they 
can expect to receive In Impact aid funding until Congress actually passes the 
appropriation measure for the year In question. It Is not unusual for impact aid 
recipient districts to be forced to open for the school year without having 
received any Impact aid payments for that year and with no Indication of the 
amount of those payments and when they w111 arrive. This uncertain situation 
could be corrected If Impact aid were to become a forward funded program as most 
other federal education programs are. NEA recorrmends that the Comnlttee take 
this step In the reauthorization. 

A special subgroup amor.gi Impact aid recipient districts are those whose school 
district boundaries are exactly Identical to the boundaries of the federal 
property. These "coterminous districts" nunter only six nationwide and are In an 
especially vulnerable situ&tlon beco'ise they have no local tax base whatsoever. 
These districts—totally dependent as they are on state aid and federal Impact 
aid payments— have a special claim to iu11 and adequate Impact aid funding. I 
teach at such a coterminous district, the lackland Independent School District, 
located on lackland Air Force Base In San Antonio, Texas. At Lackland, federal 
Impact aid payments have meant quality local education programs for all our 
students despite the fact that the district has no ability to generate local 
revenues. The last reautho'^lzatlon of Impact aid, P. I. 98-511, added a provision 
to the law to guarantee that these districts receive 100 percent of their Impact 
aid entitlements. NEA urges that this language be retained In any reauthori- 
zation and asks that the Committee explore means to ensure that entitlement 
could not be reduced administratively. 

In conclusion, NEA commends the Committee for Its early action to reauthorize the 
Impact aid program and pledges to work with members and staff to ensure that the 
reauthorization results In a strengthened and effective program. 

I appreciate this opportunity to submit our views, and am available to answer 
questions from the Conuilttee or supply whatever additional Information you may 
require. 



Sincerely, 



Virginia A. Stacey, Menter 
NEA Standing Coomlttee on legislation 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I welcome the 
opportunity to submit this statement for the Record as you 
consider the reauthorization of Public Law 874, the 'Impact 
Aid •''program. My name is Albert G. Bustamante, and I have 
the privilege of representing the 23rd Congressional 
District of Texas, which includes the southern portion of 
the City of San Antonio and outlying communities of south 
Bexar County, 

My district is host to Randolph Independent School District 
and part of Lackland Independent School District. It is on 
their behalf and on behalf of the students, familiies and 
staff these institutions serve that I submit this statement 
supporting the reauthorization of this important program. 

ErJc ^4 
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we in the State . of Texas have a number of federally 
impacted school districts: some of which are coterminous 
with the military installations they serve (that is, the 
school district and military base are as one; they share 
the same boundaries and they are not taxable), som.3 of our 
school districts are lightly impacted with military 
dependents, and some heavily impacted. The point Is that 
most of the impact aid is cuased by military impaction, and 
the education of military dependents is a function and 
obligation of the federal government. 



My purpose today is to request that this Committee approve 
the reauthorization of Public Law 874. The federal 
government has an obligation to assist these districts in 
making up the revenue lost as a result of the type of 
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community they serve. Because there are school districts 
coterminous with military installations, such as Lackland 
and Randolph, these districts essentially have no taxable 
base available for financing an adequate education for 
federally-connected dependents. 



Numerous federal studies have been commissioned which 
attest to the federal government's continuing obligation to 
provide direct support under the Impact Aid program. 
However, a recent report commissioned by the Department of 
Education, for whatever reason, analyzed highly impacted 
school divstricts, one of which is located in my 
congressional district. The "Palavin Report" was e,n 
example of a poor3y researched and reported study that 
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distorts the justification of providing adequate funding to 
highly impacted schools. This study seems out of place, 
particularly when you recall the numerious other governmsnt 
studies which reached just the opposite conclusion. To say 
that school districts spend too much shows a true lack of 
understanding of the uniqueness of military impacted school 
districts such as the ones I represent. 



Heavily impacted school districts, like Randolph and 
Lackland, have extremely moDile student populations which 
necessitates a great deal of testing, placement, 
individualization, and remediation - all of which add to 
program costs. Also, factors such as age, qualifications, 
and experience of staff cause salaries to be higher than an 
a typical school district. In many small, highly impacted 
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military bases, the schools are called upon to offer a wide 
variety of prograipj from remediation to advanced placement 
courses — which/ again, contribute to the cost associated 
with operating a school district. 



As the Representative for the military dependents of these 



school districts, we should not be seeking mediocrity in 



education, but rather we should be striving to provide the 



best program possible to meet the needs of our young 
people. Every dollar allocated to this segment of the 



school population represents an investment in the country's 



future economic preparedness and military security. 



According to the Department of Defense, the branch services 



receive approximately 50 percent of their enlistments from 



the ranks of military dependents. Therefore, impact aid is 
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essential in order for impacted school districts to meet 
the special needs of their students and to advance the 
nation's economic and military well being. 



Currently^ the impact aid provisions allow special 
consideration for those districts which are 50 percent or 
mere impacted with plus 'B' students, the *A' students 
being those who live on base and ^e 'B* students those who 
do not. Section 3d2B of the impact aid law was written in 
order to serve the unique needs of districts whose combined 
impact leads to higher percentages of total student 
enrollment and total district cost. Approximately, 1,300 
impacted district qualify for special consideration under 
Section 3d2B. Reauthorization language should keep this 
special provision and improve it. 
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Specific problems exist that have plagued school districts 
as a result of changed rules and regulations governing 
impact aid. in the past, federally impacted schools were 
permitted to establish comparability of the "local 
contribution rate" (LCR) based upon comparison to the 
fiscal data and other statistics of five "comparable" 
schools. Now, the school districts are required to 
establish comparability of LCR based upon a comparison to 
ten other districts. Impacted -schools are, by their 
nature, out of the ordinary. In some cases it is virtually 
impossible to find five schools in the entire nation that 
would match that applicant district in financial data and 
statistics, yet, the districts are required to cite ten 
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ccraparab3e districts in their home state. This change 
causes an extended hardship for impacted school districts 
and an even further hardship for unique coterminous 
schools districts, of which there are only seven in the 
United States, and the San Antonio area is host to three — 
Randolph and Lackland, which I have mentioned, and Fort Sara 
Houston. 

Another area that has caused problems for impacted school 
districts is the rule change governing cash position- The 
new Department of Education rule which includes cash 
position as "cash on hand" when considering qualifications 
for Section 3rl2B makes the financial management of military 
impacted school districts nearly impossible. This rule, 
which I believe was intended to deal with cash-flow 
problems, actually reduces impact aid allocations for 
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school districts next year. I would suggest, in the 



absence of any state law limiting cash position, that a 25 
percent limit be placed on cash position. In addition, 
under the current authorization legislation, the Department 
of Education is to make a payment of 75% of school 
districts entitlement within 30 days after the beginning of 
the federal fiscal year in order to prevent cash-flow 
problems and the education of our children from being 
disrupted. However, this provision is not always abided by 
and causes problems for the local school districts. 



Another problem associated with heavily impacted school 
districts is the caps placed on the local contribution 



rate. These caps, which have been static since 1985, 
result in a lesser than actual relationship between actual 
jj^PJC and funding. Now, the 1987 appropriations fc- 3A 
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payments for districts 20 percent or more impacted is 
capped at 105 percent of the 1986 payments per pupil — 
which again places artificial lids upon actually-needed 
funds. Any authorization or future appropriation should 
not continue to place these artifical caps, ceilings or 
freezes upon local school districts. 



In sum, Mr. Chairman, I would like to remind you that I 
represent highly impacted military school districts and the 
reauthorization of impact aid is crucial to their survival. 
Along with reauthorization, I support legislative changes 
to deal with cash position, 3d2B, and Section 6. I would 
further urge the Committee not to accept or embrace any 
formula that redistributes impact aid dollars away from 
highly impacted school districts to lesser impacted school 
FR?r" districts, or provides less funding than school districts 
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are entitled to at the present time. 

Thank you for your fair consideration of these suggestions, 
and for the opportunity to submit this statement. 
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John R. Lopez 

ILLITERACY ISSUES AND CONCERNS 
on 

Special Education for Deaf Adults 
House Subcommittee on Education and Labor 

Before proceeding, I would like to set the tone for this 
paper with a general frame of reference quotation: 

»»No man is an island, entire of itself; every man is a 
piece of the continent, a part of the main." 

These lines from The Fifth Meditation of John Donne underline 
and emphasize the common bond which unites all people in 
their shared humanity. It implies further that a basic drive 
in individual behavior is the desire to share thoughts and 
feelings via communication with others. 

For the average and even ordinary American citizen with 
normal hearing, the above can be taken almost for granted. 
However, invisible within the mainstream of America, are an 
estimated 24.2 million Americans with hearing impairments of 
some degree, 2.4 million of them being profoundly deaf 
(estimates based on current national census figures and on 
the theory that every tenth person has some degree of hearing 
loss and that one tenth of this figure have profound he-iring 
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losses) . 

The most serious impact that hearing loss can have on 
people, though it varies from individual to individual 
depending on various factors, is that it separates people 
from people and impedes them from devleoping into their 
fullest potential. This prevents many of then from leading 
self-sufficient and independent livelihoods. In other words, 
it restricts them into "an invisible island entire of 
themselves. " 

Consequently, let me offer you an analogy on the "state 
of Deaf America" today by quoting the "Four Horsemen of 
Despair" : 

1) Illiteracy — it was not surprising when testimony by 
Dr. William Castle, President of the National Technical 
institute of the Deaf revealed research statistics btfore the 
Subcommittee on Education r.nd Labor that 30% (vs 13% of our 
general population - 1982 Census Bureau study) of Deaf 
Americans are illiterate. Conventional and functional 
illiteracy- figures among Deaf Americans appeared to be much 
higher, however, in view of current studies by the Gallaudet 
Research Institute which show that by age 18, only 1 in lo 
deaf children can read on the 8th grade level. Thus, in 
addition to many of us being isolated from the mainstream, 
our language barrier becomes a barricade that constrains us 
from the visions of our constitution, simply stated, 
illiteracy among Deaf Americans can best be categoriaed as 
having reached "a state of national catastrophe". 
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2) Poverty — with our education for the Deaf programs 
oriented toward the "elite college bound" and concentrated in 
the East Coast, one can understand that a great many of our 
high school graduates are left to pursue mediocre careers or 
to get lost within our education and social services systems, 
which blanket our poverty status from becoming a national 
scandal. Furthermore, many of our post-secondary programs do 
a "good job" on preparing their students for "the deaf 
community" and not for mainstream America. Let me cite an 
analysis of my theory of how stagnation and systematic > 
failures of our education of the deaf affects our Deaf 
America labor force which is at present concentrated in the 
fastest declining occupations: 

The medium {*86) starting salaries for general 
population high school graduates is $15,789. This figure 
contrasts with current research at the National Technical 
Institute for the Deaf which reveals that for the typical 
deaf person, ten years following graduation from high school, 
the median salary is $143.00 a week or $7,436 per annum. For 
the typical {*86) deaf college graduate, the median salary is 
$305.75 a week or $15,900 a year. It thus comes as no 
surprise to us that so many Deaf Americans option for welfare 
to get lost within our welfare system following graduation 
from high school. This is everybody's problem as this trend 
is eroding our tax base. 

3) Unemployment —"Studies show that 50-80% of Deaf 
Americans are either under or unemployed. (Lou Harris 
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Associates study conducted for the International Center for 
the Disabled in New York). For the average Deaf American, 
the future appears ever grim for studies show that by the 
year 2000, if Johnny cannot read --NO JOBI This conclusion 
is based on Bureau of Labor Statistics which projects that, 
of the 16 million jobs that will be created between the years 
1984-1995, nine out of ten jobs will be communications- 
oriented and/or in the services section. Thus, with lack of 
transferable skills, the Deaf American labor force will be 
with no where to go without the prerequisite language skills 
needed to fit and meet our future labor market needs, our 
situation can be best summed by quoting Representative Steve 
Bartlett in introducing the Employment Opportunities for 

^^^^gans Bill in Congress in March 1986, "Laws are 
skewed to keep people unemployed and social services haven't 
caught up with technology." 

4) inner city decline — To offer an analogy of this as it 
applies to Deaf American is to state that there is great 
social and economic diversity, and thus political diversity 
among Deaf Americans today. Internal disunity is thus a most 
serious socioeconomic danger facing deaf people. Because of 
this, Deaf Americans need to close ranks before they can 
enter an open society and form a strong political consensus 
in Congress. As a result, we lack effective representation 
in Congress and are not included within the visions of our 
Constitution. What we have are "quick fix" patch-up 
programs, we are playing "catch-up", there isn't even a 
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societal consensus on what to do with us. 

Where do we f/o from here? More research will not yield 
much that we don»t already know. Second, there are too many 
Willy Lomans peddling unsolvable notions about us Deaf 
Americans in Congress. 

Therefore, my theory is that, trying to renovate or 
rejuvenate the system without reforming it will not resolve 
our current issues and concerns. I know personally that the 
system is not capable of self-correction. We Deaf Americans 
are becoming obsolete at the expense of taxpayers in this 
rapidly changing world. We Deaf Americans have peculiar 
interests that can best be taken care of by ourselves. 
Congress should give us the information and let us take 
control of our own lives- become producers of our own 
destinies, and be our own spokespersons. 

Senator Ted Kennedy is quoted in the New York Times as 
saying, "I shall not hesitate to recommend new programs that 
are needed, and I shall no;, hesitate to recommend the 
elimination of old programs that have failed." This, along 
with Representative Steve Bartlett's earlier statement in 
this paper offers us Deaf Americans a yardstick by which to 
measure Congress' empathy toward illiteracy in Deaf America 
as a national issue or whether Congress is merely keeping up 
with the trend to substitute public relations for real 
efforts to meet or measure our needs. 

Current educational programs for the deaf are a paradox. 
Illiteracy is strongly correlated with schooling and reported 
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English speaking ability. Though schools appear to play only 
a minor part in the acquisition of knowledge, education plays 
a domineering role in the lives of typical Deaf Americans. 
Most, if not ai:., of our teaching preparation programs seem 
to be inadequate to meet our needs. It is only the rare 
gifted teacher who docs it all, and often not because of 
anything he or she learned in a school or department of 
education . 

One does not need research to substantiate my theory. 
There is overwhelming evidence that serious and pervasive 
deficiencies persist in our schools, one can not understand 
this unless we see it from the inside cut. Education of the 
deaf institutions are a last bastion of an old guard who is 
trying to prevent us from looking inside from outside and who 
are trying to disco^^.rage our increasing inflirtation with 
mainsteamed ideas. Many of our programs have lost their 
quest for excellence and sucummbed to monolithic single 
control. To maintain this stronghold, they have become 
oriented toward an elite - this gives them political clout in 
Congress, in the meantime, people like myself know that 
education of the deaf programs have become sort of state- 
supported social service centers for deaf adolescents at 
loose ends. Post-secondary programs have become a place to 
hang out, a genteel alternative to unemployment. 

To overhaul this system, we must improve the quality of 
instruction for all students — not just for an elite, but 
for all. To do this, we must keep three key eleiaents in 
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mind: 




1) A single program is not likely to be an appropriate 
response to the needs of various types of persons. 
Therefore, it is fair to say that we should focus on and 
fund the interests of all instead ol letting one group 
become overwhelming. 

2) Efforts to address the problem will likely depend on 
existing public agencies — their cap icity and admini- 
strative flexibility. Therefore, the federal government 
should have the primary responsibility to identify our 
national interests in education, to provide ^resources, 
research and support for special groups. States and 
local groups have the primary responsibility for 
implementation. Governors should take a leadership 
role, creating state plans and state-wide task forces 
that include qualified, not political appointed, deaf 
professionals, business leaders, parents, and 
community groups. 

3) Individuals most in need of such programs may not 
recognize and/or be aware of the advantages of 
participation or recognizing the advantages. Therefore, 
Congress needs to give recognition to the fact that it 
should be us. Deaf Americans, who shoi Id talk to our 
own peers about illiteracy. We can best help each 
other. Give us the information and we can work out 



mutual perceptives on illiteracy from within as well as 
from outside our Deaf community. 
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Freedom and literacy are closely associate.!. Therefore, 
Deaf Americans are being left to perish in an island of 
illiteracy. For many of us, our language barrier is a 
barricade which contrains us to guasi-democracy 
livelihood status which accounts to second-class 
citizenship status. 

Me, Deaf Americans, should not be treated with benign 
neglect. We have not failed. As a matter of fact, our 
system has failed us. whatever, it is never too late to 
overhaul the system, m Illiterate America , Johanathan Kozel 
points out that between 1640 and 1700, the illiteracy rate 
for men in Massachusetts and Connecticut was somewhere 
between 89-95%. For women, it was around 62%. So why can't 
we Challenge the 30% illiteracy rate among Deaf Americans? 
Why can't we Deaf Americans have Beethoven Prelects like the 
one in ca^icagb? A Marshall plan for pre-schoolers, a cradle 
to kindergarten aid plan so children can enter kindergarten 
in 1993 prepared to succeed? We are prepared to invest our 
dreams and our children's future in this. 

The following are supplementary recommendations for 
developing and implementing a viable and cost-effective 
illiteracy program for Deaf America: 

1) That language be incorporated into existing or new 

legislation that all literacy funding mandate that such 
programs include access for the hearing impaired. 
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including deaf people. 

That grants be made available for states to develop and 

implement illiteracy programs for deaf people. 

That grants me made available to train special education 

teachers in the area of Special Education for Deaf 

Adults. 

That whatever agency is delegated the responsiblity to 
coordinate this difficult task, establish an Office of 
Special Education for Deaf Adults. This office would be 
responsible for providing federal regional offices 
with technical assistance. We must keep in mind that 
more money does not mean solutions unless there are 
accountability guidelines tied in. 
That qualified deaf people be given top priority in 
recruitment efforts to develop and implement those 
programs f including training to become Special Education 
for Deaf Adults specialists. 

That regulations for state plans mandate the inclusion 
of qualified hearing impaired people in their state 
advisory boards. 

That state plans that do not include access to Deaf 
people be automatically disqualified for funds. 
That grants be made available r for research j 
development, demonstration, and dissemination. This 
should include evaluation of educational technology 
and computer software suitable for providing instruction 
to deaf adults. 
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9) That grants be made available for pilot programs 
for special Education for Deaf Adults. 

10) That special projects for the hearing impaired and deaf 
people be categorized as are now for elderly citizens, 
American Indians, and immigrants so that they will not 
be subjected to interpretation of the law. 

11) That Special Education for Deaf Adults teacher 
preparation grants be made available to train teachers 
for our long-term needs. 

12) That special Education for Deaf Adults paraprofessional 
grants be made available to our regional training 
centers to prepare teachers to meet our immediate adult 
education needs* 
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